Google 



This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 

to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 

to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 

are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other maiginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 

publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing tliis resource, we liave taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 
We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain fivm automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attributionTht GoogXt "watermark" you see on each file is essential for in forming people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liabili^ can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 

at |http: //books .google .com/I 






A -, 



.1 



DISCUSSION 



ON 



METHODIST EPISCOPACY, 



BETWIEN 



REV. E. J. HAMILL, 



OF TBI ALABAMA. COMrXBKNCB, AND PASTOR OF THE KETHODIST BPIBCOPAL 

CHURCH, gOUTH, TTSKBdBBt ALA. 

AND 

SAMUEL HENDERSON, 

PABTOB or THE TUIKBOBB BAPTIST CBURCH, AND EDITOR OF THE 

BOUTH-WakTBRN BAPTIST. 



Mlished at the mutual request of Baptists and Methodists. 



** Prove all things: hold fast that which is good."— Paul. 



FIFTH THOUSAND.- '-' 






CHARLESTON: 

SOUTHERN BAPTIST PUBLICATION qOCIETlf. 

No. 289 Khiff Street. 

1856. 



["•MJCUBRAflvl 

TlUteM S^'^OX AND 



Entered according to the Act of Congress, in tlie year 1856, by 

Rey. E. J. HAMn.T. AM) Samuel Henderson, 

In the Clerk's Office of the District Court of South-Carolina. 

I 






''-CfiARbESTO^: 
iB aT%.-tX BXjliEBT. 



- / 



PREFACE TO THE SECOiND EDITION. 



In preparing a second edition of this discossion for the press, I 
must be allowed to express my grateful acknowledgements to the 
public for the favor with which the first was received. That an 
edition of four thousand should have been disposed of in about 
four months, is not a little encouraging to the parties represented 
in the work. Engagements occupying my entire time prevents me 
from giving my personal attention to the business of publishing ; 
and I have therefore turned over the whole matter to the Southern 
Baptist Publication Society. The mutual interest of the parties in 
the copy-right, leaves each free to select his own method of pub- 
lishing. 

Several errors which appeared in the first edition, have been cor- 
rected — sonie of the matter has been transposed, so as more dis- 
tinctly to pteservt the chain of argument, and in the Appendix, 
some articles havi been left out, and one added, which I trust will 
be more serviceaAe and edifying to the reader. On the whole, the 
present edition wnl be a decided improvement on the former. 

TusKEGEB, Ala4 August, 1856. S. H. 
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In iDirodacing the following pages to the public, it is proper that 
we give a saccinct statement of the origin of the discussion, as well 
as the reasons whick have induced us to publish it in this form. 

In the month of April, 1855. an article was copied into the columns 
of the * South Western Baptist/ from the 'Western Watchman,' en- 
titled '^ EnscoFAL Methodism ANTi-AifERiCAN." [The article from 
the ' Western Watchman' is inserted in the volume, because of its 
connection with the discussion.] The pastor of the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church in Tuskcgee, the Rev. E. J. Hamill, feeling that in- 
justice had been done his denomination in that article, wrote a reply 
to it, which reply was countersigned by three members of his charge, 
and offered it t6 the editors of the ' Baptist,' for publication. It 
was cheerfully accepted; and as the junior editor of that pi^er. Rev. 
J. M. Watt, was about retiring from his position, it devolved upon 
the senior editor to rejoin to that communication. The editor felt 
called upon, in terms which he could not mistake, either to repudi- 
ate the article from the * Watchman,* or to defend it. And while 
he freely acknowledged that there was a portion of that article ob- 
noxious to the charge of injustice, from which he cheerfully with- 
drew any implied endorsement which its simple republication in- 
volved, he at the same time felt bound to maintain, that the main 
scope of the argument it contained, was subject to no such charge, 
and could be, in his opinion, successfully maintained. (Perhaps it 
is due to the editor, to state, that the article from the ' Watchman' 
was copied by his junior associate, and in print some time before h^ 
saw it.) He therefore took the ground, " That the Episcopacy of 
Methodism is anti-Democratic and anti-Befdblican; that in so 
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FAR AS ITS •i?EIlAT10N IS UXRESTRICJTED BY MODIFTINO AGENCIES, IT IS 
BSSENTIALLY AND NECESSARILY IN DIRECT ANTAGONISM TO TUE GENIUS OF 

OUR FREE INSTITUTIONS ;" and that its origin and hisUyry^ up to this time, 
had deoebped a series of facts and principles totally irreconcilable vnlh Ame- 
rican Democracy. On the other hand, the pastor of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church maintained That the analogy between tde Me- 
thodist Episcopal Church GovERNTfENT and the Government of 
THE United States, in those points in which Vie great Head of the Church 
has allowed scope for human legislation, was striking. This position he 
believed he could satisfactorily establish, and therefore felt bound 
to accept the issue tendered in the above proposition by the senior 
editor of the ' South Western Baptist.' The discussion which was 
thus commenced, continued in the columns of the ' Baptist,' with 
occasional intervals, until the latter part of November, 1855. 

Such, In brief, is the history of the origin of a discussion, which 
ifl now oilered to the public in this form by the parties, in response 
to the wishes of their respective denominations, which they do not 
feel at liberty to disregard. As far as can be ascertained, some 
seventeen Baptist Associations in Alabama, as well as the Florida 
Baptist State Convention, have called on us to publish it in bo(^ 
fbrm. Several Quarterly Conferences of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, have United in the same request. A few extracts 
ftrom the Minutes of some of these bodies, will furnish the reader 
with our apology for consenting to its publication in this form: 



From the ISmdes (fihe Tktskegee Association. 

" We observe that a very able discussion has lately been carried 
on through the columns of the * South Western Baptist,* between the 
editor and the Rev. E. J. Hamtll, relating to the organization 
and government of a scriptural Church, and the claims of Episcopa- 
cy to a gospel origin, and as contrasted with the genius of our [civil] 
institutions. Your committee are of opinion that this discussion 
should be published entire, and that such addenda be furnished by 
the editor. Elder Samuel Henderson, as shall exhibit the teachings 
of the Scriptures as to the constitution and government of a pro- 
perly organized Church. Your committee would recommend the 
adoption of the following resolutions: 
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"1. Eeaolvedt That thift Aesociation do most earnestly request the 
editor of the 'South Western Baptist/ Elder Sajauel Henderson,^ 
publish in a more durable form, the discussion lately concluded be- 
tween himself and the Rev, E. J. Hajiill, above alluded to, adding 
thereto such remarks upon scriptural Church organization and dis- 
cipline a&he may think expedient. 

"2. Raolvedy That the thanks of this Association, and of the de- 
nomination generally, arc due to Brother Henderson, for the able 
manner in which he has conducted said discussion. 

^'3. Hesolvedf That a committee of three be appointed by the chair, 
to raise funds to aid Brother Uendebson to publish said discussion 
in book form." 

Eztradfrom the proceedings of the Fourth Quarterly Oonferencef Tusktgte 
StaUorit Mdhodixt Epieeopal Chuarchf South. 

''Whereas, a discussion has been going on for some time, in the 
'South Western Baptist,' between Rev. K J. Haicill and Rev. Sam'l. 
Henderson, on the question of the Republicanism of the govern- 
ment of the Methodist Episcopal Church: And whereas, we believe 
the publication of this discussion in permanent form would promote 
the interest of truth, and effectually defend our Church polity from 
unjust assaults; therefore, 

*'Eesoloedf By the members of the Fourth Quarterly Conference, 
Tuskegee Station, Alabama Conference, Methodist Episcopal Church* 
Soutii, that we do recommend the publication of said discussion in 
permanent form. 

^^Resdved secondlijy That the following persons, J. W. Willis, J. H. 
Smith, and Dr. R. W. Howard, be appointed a committee to confer 
with the Rev. Samuel Henderson, and other members of the Bap- 
tist Church, and take such steps as may be deemed necessary in or- 
der to secure the joint publication of the aforesaid discussion." 

I^m the minutes of tlie Coosa River B(^ptist Association, 
"Ist. Resolvedy That we highly approve both the spirit and ability 
which Brother Henderson has evinced in the late discussion in the 
'South Western Baptist,* with the Rev. E. J. Hamill, on the ques- 
tion, "Is Methodist Episcopacy, in its nature and tendencies, anti- 
Democratic and anti-Republican," and request that it be published 
as early as poaeible, in a more durable form." 
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Tuscaloosa Bapdsl Association, 
"3. Resolved, That we have viewed with decided interest and sa- 
tisfaction, the progress and result of the late discussion on Methodist 
Episcopacy, between the editor [of the *S. W. Baptist,T and Rev. 
Mr. Hamill, of the Methodist Church; and believing that the cause 
of truth would be subserved thereby, cordially unite in re|[ue8ting 
Brother Henderson togive it to the public in a more convenient 
and durable form." 

Osntral Baptist Association, 

* ♦ ♦ ♦ "We are of opinion that the publication of that discus 
uon, in book form, would greatly tend to promote the cause of truth. 
We therefore, recommend the adoption of the following resolutions: 

"2d. Eesdvedy That the editor of the 'South Western Baptist^ be 
requested, at as early a day as will suit his convenience, to publish 
in book form, ihe discussion between himself and the Rev. Mr. 
Hamill, of the Methodist Epicopal Church. South, above alluded 
to. 

"3d. Resolved, That a committee of three be appointed at thi& 
time, to procure subscriptions for said book." 

UnUif Baptist Association. 

" Whereas, the discussion on Episcopal Church government, be- 
tween Revs. Samuel Hendepson and E. J. Hamill, as recently pub- 
lished in the 'South Western Baptist,' has been conducted in a mild 
and Christian-like manner, and believing that the same is worthy of 
being placed in a more durable form: 

"1. Resolved, That this Asssociation most earnestly request the 
Southern Baptist Publication Society to publish said debate, with 
such addenda as shall exhibit the teachings of the Scriptures, as to 
the constitution and government of a properly organized Churcb, 
as a part of the religious literature of the Baptist denomination. 

" 2. Resolved, That the thanks of this Association are hereby ten- 
dered to Brother Henderson, for the able and Christian-like man- 
ner in \Chich he has conducted said discussion." 

Alabama Baptist Association. 

" We also recommend the publication of the late discussion in 
the ' South Western Baptist,' between the Rev. Samuel Henbebson 
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and the Rev. K J. Hamill, in book pamphlet form, with each ad- 
ditional matter on Church government, as the said Rev. S. Hender- 
son may desir«." 

Liberty Baptist Asosciatum, {Chambers County.) 

""Risdved, That it is the opinion of this body, that the publication 
of the discussion recently concluded between Rev. S. Henderson 
and Rev. E. J. Hamill, on the tendencies of " Methodist Episcopacy," 
would do much for the advancement of the cause of truth; that we 
earnestly request Brother Henderson to publish the same in a dur- 
able form; that we will assist, as far as our ability will permit, io 
its extensive circulation; and that a committee of three be appoint- 
ed to obtain subscribers to the work." 

SdUm Baptist AssoetaUoH, 

**Besolvedj That this Association regards the recent discussion in 
the * South Western Baptist,' between Rev. Samuel Henderson and 
Rev. Mr. Hamill, on the subject of Methodist episcopacy, as peculiarly 
interesting to the Baptist denomination, and as calculated to en- 
lighten the people on that subject. 

"Eesolvedj that we recommend the publication of said discussion 
in a more durable form. 

^^Eesolvedj That we appoint a committee of three to correspond 
with Brother Henderson on the subject of its publication, and to 
solicit subscriptions for the work." 

Judson Baptist Association. 

»* 2. Resolved, That the editw of the * S. W. Baptist," be requested 
to publish the discussion above alluded to in book form, at as early 

a day as will suit his convenience." 

. 

Were it necessary, similar extracts from the Minutes of many 
other Associations could be made. We must add, however, that 
the Baptist State Convention of Florida, at its recent session, 
passed resolutions, *' joining in the request of the various Associa- 
tions in Alabama," urging its publication. We would insert these 
resolutions, but the Minutes of that body are not in our possession. 
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Oak Bowery Quarterly Conferencef Mdhodisl Episcopal dmrch, SqniJOi, 

" Whereas, a discussion has been going on for some time, in the 
columns of the * South Western Baptist,' between the Rev. E. J. 
Hamill and the Rev. Sam'l Henderson, upon the question of the 
Republicanism of Episcopal Methodism; And whereas, we believe 
its publication in permanent form would greatly promote the cause 
of truth — would commend the beautiful Church polity of Method- 
ism to the admiration of the candid — and would efifectuuUy silence 
the unjust and groundless clamor against the Republicanism of Me- 
thodism, now heard fjrom certain quu'ters: And whereas, the spirit 
of charity permeating the discussion on both sides, as a noble ex- 
ample of the Christian forbearance we should exhibit toward our 
opponents; therefore, 

*• Resolved, By the members of the Fourth Quarterly Conference, 
Oak Bowery Circuit, Alabama Conference, Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, that we do concur with the Quarterly Conference of 
the Tuskegce Station, Alabama Conference, in recommending the 
publication of the aforesaid discussion, and in the adoption of such 
measures as will secure the same. 

*' SAM'L ARMSTRONG, P. K 

" Jonathan Ware, Sec'y. 

Similar resolutions were passed by the Tuskegee Circuit, Ala- 
bama Conference. P. R. Appleby, Sec'y. 

The pastor of the Methodist Church desires it to be remembered, 
that the discussion was conducted in a Baptist journal, and'was 
therefore, known to but few of his Methodist brethren. And, more- 
over, his ministerial engagements and circumstances over which he 
had no control, prevented his attendance at any Methodist Annual 
Conference, and also at any other Quarterly Conference but his own. 
Nevertheless, in addition to the endorsement of his articles, and the 
demand for j the publication of the discussion by three large and 
respectable Quarterly Conferences, there are demands and subscrip- 
tions for the publication of the work, from prominent members of 
five other stations and circuits in the Alabama Conference of the 
Miethodist Episcopal Church, South. 
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It will be seen that the nninber, respectabilitji and eamestneM 
of the foregoing requests, emanating from the two denominations, 
left the parties no alternative. That the subject discussed is one of 
vast imi>ortance| none will deny. Next to those vital principles in 
the christian economy, which relate immediately to the salvation of 
the soul, all will confess that we must place the relations, rights, 
duties, and privileges of the citizenship of the commonwealth of 
IsraeL And any effort, humble though it may be, which may serve 
to develope these relations, rights, and privileges, is not unworthy 
the candid consideration of all right-minded christians. We flatter 
ourselves that the following pages will not only serve some good 
purpose, in this respect, but that they will tend to allay the viru- 
lence of sectarianism — ^that moral canker which now so sadly mars 
the beauty of Zion — aqd also illustrate a truth which many good 
men are loth to believe, that religious controversy is not incom- 
patible with the mutual exercise of the candor, forbearance, and 
charity which should ever adorn the christian character. 

We, therefore, commit this volume to the charitable indulgence 
of those who have called for its publication, and to the care of Hue 
without whose blessing, all our labors are in vain. 

E. J. HAMILL. 
S. HENDERSON. 
TusKEOEE, January, 1856. 

P. S. We have not felt at liberty to subject our articles to any 
oUier revision than a bare correction of typographical errors. 
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From the Western Watchman. 

EPISCOPAL METHODISM— ANTI-AMERICAN. 

** We are no Repnblioani, and never intend to be."— J. Wkslkt. 

EPISCOPAL METHODISM IS ANTI-AMERICAN IN ITS SPIRIT AND 
TENDENCY, AND. A DANGEROUS FOE TO REPUBLICANISM. 

1. Episcopal Methodism was anti-American in its origin in 
this country. — In 1784, three regularly ordained clergy- 
men were sent over from England to this country, one 
of whom had been ordained a bishop. This bishop or- 
dained one Francis Asbnry as- the bishop of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church in America.* The first General Con- 
ference was held in Baltimore, 1184. This Conference 
determined that the government of the Methodist Church 
should be Episcopal — ^that is, a government of bishops. 
Those who composed this Conference were ministers, 
and only ministers, though there were then in the Me- 

* Discipline. Part I, chap, i, sec 1. 

a 
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thodist societies in the United States, 14,988 members f 
Now, here we find that the people were never consulted 
at the organization of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
— ^they had no representatives present. But a few min- 
isters of themselves framed the government without the 
consent of the people, and have held all legislative, ju- 
dicial, and executive prerogatives under their own con- 
trol ever since. By virtue of this usurped authority, 
this body has imposed upon the people articles of faith, 
without either their advice or consent, and thus has vio- 
lated the free exercise of conscience and the right of 
private judgment on the part of the laity, in respect to 
matters with which their personal salvation is insepar- 
ably connected. What more has the Papacy done in 
controlling the faith of its adherents? Now, let any 
one compare the above statement with the Declaration 
of Eights adopted by the Continental Congress, October 
14, 1114,* and he will find that the very acts of despot- 
ism of which our ancestors complained, and which led 
to the adoption of our glorious Declaration of Indepen- 
dence, were perpetrated by these originators of Me- 
thodist Episcopacy in the United States. Americanism 
recognizes the right of the people to frame their own 
government. Episcopal Methodism violated this right 
in its origin. It is, therefore, anti-American in its 
origin. 

2. Episcopal Methodism is anti-American in the sup- 
port it gives to this unwarranted assumption of power. 

* Declaration of Rights. — " Resolved^ 4. That the foundation of 
English liberty, and of all free government, is a right in the people 
to participate in their legislative council." 
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The laws of the Methodist Episcopal Church are made 
by the General Conference. The General Conference 
18 composed of travelling preachers. The members of 
the General Conference are appointed by the Annual 
Conferences — the Annual Conferences are composed ex- 
clusively of travelling preachers. No one can be elect- 
ed a member of the General Conference but a travelling 
preacher. No one can vote for members of the General 
Conference but travelling preachers.* The people have 
no representatives in the law-making department; the 
General Conference controls the entire Church, both in 
its faith and practice, and thus destroys the very foun- 
dation of all religious liberty, and provides a basis for 
the most absolute despotism. Is not this anti-Ame- 
rican ? 

Again: the bishops are appointed by the travelling 
preachers. They hold their office during life, unless re- 
moved for crime. The destiny of all the itinerant preach- 
ers is placed in tlie bishop's hands; from his decision 
they have no appeal ; they must either go to their ap- 
pointments or cease to be travelling preachers. This 
places the preachers in a state of' dependence on Epis- 
copal power. They can favor or oppress them in giving 
them . good or bad appointments. They can keep them 
near home, or send them far off. From these circum- 
stances the bishops acquire unlimited power over the 
preachers and people. Now, let it be remembered that 
this power is assumed — not delegated by the people; 
they have no representative — no voice — no vote in the 
government of the Church or in the election of the 

^ Discipline. Part I, cbap. ill, sec 2 and 3, quce. 1. 
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bishops, who are the head of the Church; and yet, by 
their money and influence, they support this assumed 
power. Such support is anti-American. 

3. Methodist Episcopacy is anti-American, because 
the assumed power which it supports is frequently ex- 
ercised in an oppressive manner, and may at all times 
be so exercised. The bishops possess unlimited power 
over the preachers and the people. No appeal can be 
made from the bishop's designation of a preacher to his 
field of labor. The preacher may not wish to go to the 
field assigned, and the church may not desire to have 
the preacher who is sent to them; but there is no ap- 
peal. Go he must, and have him the people must, or 
they are both liable to excommunication from the Me- 
thodist Episcopal Church. An instance or two will il- 
lustrate this point: 

"At the session of the New York Conference, in 1839, 
it was in some way intimated to the Washington-street 
Church, in Brooklyn, Long Island, that the Reverend B. 
Griffin was to be appointed to that charge. The church 
accordingly, through a committee appointed for the 
purpose, presented itself before the bishop and remon- 
strated against Mr. Griffin's being sent to them as their 
pastor. But the remonstrance was disregarded, and 
Mr. Griffin was stationed at Washington- street." 

"At the session of the New England Conference, in 
1841, both of the large societies in Lowell, Mass., peti- 
tioned for particular preachers; but they were told that 
they should not have the men they asked for. One of 
the churches (St. PauVs) then requested to be left with- 
out a supply by the bishop — having made arrangements 
to employ a local preacher. But the bishop regarded 
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not the request, but forced a preacher upon them. In 
both these cases the preachers petitioned for also added 
their request to the voice of the churches; so that the 
wishes of both preachers and people were disregarded. 
" The other church, after being denied the preacher 
they wanted, selected some four or five others, and 
stated to the bishop that they would be satisfied with 
either of them. But no; they must not have either; 
and, to cap the climax of insult, the very man was sent 
them to whom they had objected. In consequence of 
rejecting their preachers and electing others, they were 
publicly declared to be without the pale of the Church. 
This alarming step of excommunicating whole churches 
without the form of a trial, developes another of the anti- 
American features of Episcopal Methodism — especially 
when it is considered that the subject was carried up to 
the bishop, and he approved of it, and pronounced it 
Methodism."* 

I might multiply instances of this kind, but the limits 
of this tract will not permit. The simple fact, that the 
power thus assumed by Methodist bishops, and counte- 
nanced and supported by the Episcopal Church, may, at 
any time, be exercised oppressively, is sufiScient to prove 
that this system is anli- American; for Americanism 
makes no provision for the exercise of oppression, but 
constantly guards against the abuse even of delegated 
power. Episcopal Methodism, on the contrary, coun- 
tenances and supports the oppressive exercise of as- 
sumed power. It is, therefore, anti- American. 

4. Episcopal Methodism is anti-American in its direct 

♦ "Book for the Times," pp. 114-116. 
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tendency to suppress freedom. of speech and of the press. 
That this is its tendency, no one acquainted with the 
system can consistently deny. Let a number of mem- 
bers of an Episcopal Methodist Society express their 
conviction that the government of their Church might 
be bettered, — let them print their views and circulate 
their opinions, and excommunication is the penalty at 
once — either for orally discussing the matter, or print- 
ing their views. Suppose the press was under the con* 
trol of Episcopal Methodism, it could not utter a senti* 
ment at variance with the " Discipline" without being 
placed under interdict. A Methodist preacher cannot, 
dare not publish a book that shall encourage free iii'^ 
quiry into Episcopacy, or that will induce discussion 
of its merits, without the fear of exclusion.* Now, 
how does Rome prevent the freedom of the press where 
she has. not political power? By this bugbear of excom- 
munication. Place the free press of America under the 
control of Methodist Episcopal bishops, and there 
could be no free discussion — Republicanism would be 
strangled and the car of liberty rolled backward. The 
Methodist Episcopal press now is under the control of 
the bishops; the editors of all the papers, magazines, 
books, tracts, &c., are appointed by the Conference, 
with the approbation of the presiding bishop. 

•Discipline. Part HI., chap, vl, sec. 21.—" Any travelling 
preacher who may publish any work or book of his own, shall be re* 
sponsible to his conference for any obnoxious matter or doctrine 
therein contained.-' Compare these facts with the following, in 
the Declaration of Rights. — " Reaolvedj That the people have a right 
peaceably to assemble, consider of their grievances, and petition 
the king; and that all prosecution, prohibitory proclamations, and 
commitments for the same are illegalj' 
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If I am an American I must forget it in becoming an 
Episcopal Methodist. If I love Republicanism, I must 
not express my preference for it in the government of 
the Church of which I am a member. Freedom of speech 
is denied me on pain of exclusion. To speak of Repub- 
licanism in Church government is to " sow dissension/^ 
and that is to be punished with excommunication. 
Americanism encourages freedom of speech ; Episcopal 
Methodism suppresses it; it is, therefore, anti-American. 

6. Episcopal Methodism is anti-American in support^ 
ing the assumption of temporal power by its bishops. 
Why is it that we fear Romanism? Not simply because 
the votaries of the pope yield assent to the ridiculous su- 
perstitions of their debasing religion; not simply because 
their priests and bishops exercise oppressively an as- 
sumed power. This last feature is anti-American in 
Romanism as well as Episcopal Methodism; but thia 
does not trouble us. If Romanists or Methodists choose 
to degrade themselves by submission to priests or 
bishops, and voluntarily sacrifice that liberty, which, as 
freemen, they have a right to enjoy, it is their own 
fault. But the supporting of assumptions to temporal 
power is just cause of alarm. The effort of Romish 
bishops to gain the control of all the Catholic Church 
property, has been loudly decried, and some noble in- 
stances have occurred where even Roman Catholic con- 
gregations have determined, in the exercise of their 
freedom as American citizens, to resist these arrogant 
demands. But it seems to be forgotten that Episcopal 
Methodist bishops make the same demand, and this de^ 
mand is submitted to without a murmur, by American 
Methodists. Who hold, the deeds for every inch of 
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ground and every Episcopal Methodist Church in "the 
land? — The Conference, alias ihe bishops. Where is the 
Methodist Episcopal congregation that has dared to fol- 
low the example of the Roman Catholic congregations 
above alluded to, in opposing this arrogant assumption 
of temporal power? Let Americans in the Episcopal 
Methodist Church blush to be told that, with all their 
boasted intelligence and freedom, they fear excommuni- 
cation from their bishops more than Roman Catholics 
feared the pope^s nuncio, or the bulls of Pio None him- 
self. 

A vast amount of property is thus held under the con- 
trol of Methodist bishops. A lay member of the Church 
has no voice in the disposition of funds which he him- 
self aided to raise. The preachers can dispose of it only 
by suggesting the way in which it may be appropriated. 
The bishops control it, and may designate it as they 
see fit. 

Now, is there no danger to American liberty from a 
hierarchy possessing such ample pecuniary resources 
as these? Are the bishops of the Episcopal Methodist 
Church so immaculately pure as to be beyond the reach 
of selfish and sectarian preferences?— -May the time not 
arrive when they will consider it to be their duty to use 
their vast influence and assumed power in politics? — 
May they not conclude that they will be doing God ser- 
vice by using their influence to induce political action 
which will favor Episcopal Methodism? The support 
which they see the lay members of their Churches giv- 
ing to their assumptions of temporal as well as spiritual 
power, has a direct tendency to encourage them to ex- 
cercise that power in controlling the affairs of State for 
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their own advancement, and so as to secure the continu- 
ance of their power unmolested. The man who can see 
and feel it right to exercise a bishop's office in the Epis- 
copal Methodist Church, can scarcely see it wrong to 
exercise a monarch's office in the State; for both are 
alike, and equally anti- American. This leads me to the 
second member of my proposition, viz: 

EPISCOPAL METHODISM IS A DANGEROUS FOE TO REPUBLICANISM. 

I have shown beyond dispute, that it is an ecclesiaa- 
tical despotism. Any one who will carefully examine 
the system, will perceive that Republicanism and Epis- 
copal Methodism are perfectly antagonistic. Repub?- 
licanism admits and insists on the right of the people to 
frame the government under which they are to live; but 
Episcopal Methodism acknowledges no such right. Re- 
publicanism provides for the correction of abuses in ad- 
ministering government, by the frequent election of 
law-makers by the voice of the people. Episcopal 
Methodism places it beyond the power of the people to 
.change their law-makers, however oppressive their 
enactments may be. Republicanism provides also for 
the election, by the people, of executive and judicial 
officers; Episcopal Methodism assumes these powers 
without consulting the people. In a Republic, the pub- 
lic moneys and public buildings are under the super- 
vision of the sovereign people; but in the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, these are controlled by the bishops. 
In a Republic, the people choose their own public ser- 
vants; but Episcopal Methodism forces on the people 
such teachers as the bishop may choose to send them. 
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I might go on and indefinitely exhibit the features of 
antagonism between the two. But will not these suffice 
for any unprejudiced, independent American? Can it 
\)e possible, then, that the influence of this anti- American 
hierarchy can be anything but injurious to Republican- 
ism? In ecclesiastical matters, the laity are but the 
tools of the bishops and priests — they may become so in 
political matters. It is a well known fact, developed in 
the history of the world, that religious liberty must pre- 
cede civil liberty; and it is no less true that an eccle- 
siastical despotism will, sooner or later, if permitted to 
exert its influence unchecked, beget political despotism. 

This is the direct tendency of Episcopal Methodism — 
for if despotism be right in the Church it is right in the 
State — if it be wrong in the State it is wrong in the 
Church. But Episcopal Methodism declares it to be 
right in the Church ; it must, therefore, encourage it in 
the State. So far as the influence of Episcopal Method- 
ism extends, so far the true spirit of freedom is crushed, 
and our Republicanism is endangered. 

But again: the very organization of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church is dangerous to the liberties of a free 
people. Suppose a crisis to arrive in political action, 
in which the hierarchy of the Methodist Church is inter- 
ested. From the dependence of all the parts on one 
great central power, it is easy to perceive how the suf- 
frages of most of the members may be controlled by the 
bishops. Let the bishop suggest to the presiding el- 
ders that the interests of their ecclesiastical despotism 
will be subserved by the election of a certain set of men 
to office; the presiding elders use their influence over 
the preachers^ the preachers over the class-leaders, and 
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the class-leaders over their class^members, and thus the 
balance of power in a political contest may rest in the 
hands of seven Episcopal Methodist bishops. There is 
as much danger of this, as there is of Romanism accom- 
plishing a similar result, provided the occasion requires 
it. It may be said that the members of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church arc too independent to be thus influ- 
enced; but while they submit to the degredation to 
which I have shown they are subjected in Church mat- 
ters, let them not speak of independence in political 
matters. Let them become ecclesiastically free, and 
then it may be hoped that they would dare to become 
politically free, if the bishop undertook to prevent it. 

I have thus briefly shown that Episcopal Methodism 
is anti-American in its spirit and tendency, and that it 
is a dangerous foe to Eepublicanism. . I have shown 
that it had its origin in usurpation ; that its very or- 
ganization provides for the support and extension of 
assumed power, and that this power may be oppressive- 
ly exercised without restriction. I have shown that 
Methodist Episcopacy contains in itself the very ele- 
ments of an absolute despotism, and therefore must ul- 
timately, unless checked, subvert and destroy our Re- 
publican institutions. In doing this, I have uttered no 
harsh epithets; I have insinuated nothing against the 
scripturalness of Methodist doctrines, or the piety and 
godliness of Methodist Church members. I have sim- 
ply spoken as an American citizen, and I call on every 
true American in the Methodist Episcopal Church to 
nse his influence to eflfect a radical reform in this mat- 
ter. The time has come when Americanism and Ro- 
manism are arrayed in hostile attitudes. Remember 
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that you are not prepared to stand by Americanism 
while you are the subjects of a hierarchy. The taunt 
will come with irresistible force from the vassals of 
the pope: "Is despotism any more sinful or dangerous 
in the Romish Church than in the Methodist?" Obi 
then, be Americans — be freemen — throw off your eccle- 
siastical chains, and then you will be prepared consis- 
tently to aid your fellow countrymen in breaking the 
yoke of ecclesiastical despotism with which Rome has 
bound her ignorant and degraded subjects! 

April 19th, 1855. 
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LETTER I. 

EPISCOPAL METHODISM NOT ANTI-AMERICAN. 

Wesley's loyalty; Methodists love their doctrines; General Con- 
ference cannot change doctrines; Ministers called of God, and 
sent out by His people; Two orders in the ministry; Bishop 
Hamline's resignation; Apostolic itinerancy; Lay delegalion; 
Peculiar institution; A bishop has no vote; Members tried by 
their Societies ; Freedom of Opinion ; Appointing power of 
bishops exercised wisely ; Bishops hold no Church property; 
Morbid imagination. 

Rev. Messrs. Henderson and Watt: 

Dear Sirs: I find in your paper of the 19tli April, an 
article with the caption, " Episcopal Methodism — anti- 
American," taken from the "Western Watchman," re- 
flecting severely upon the Church polity of Methodism. 
I should not deem the article worthy of a reply, but for 
its serious publication in so respectable a journal as the 
South Western Baptist. 

I shall offer no comment upon the presumption or ma- 
lignity, which could venture to misrepresent so grossly, 
the Church government and patriotism of the largest 
body of Christians in the United States, but shall briefly 
state the theory of Methodism, upon the points in 
question. 

And first, — It is true that John Wesley, the Methodist, 
as well as Bev. Thomas Chalmers, the Presbyterian, and 
4 
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that you are not prepared to stand by Americanisin 
while you are the subjects of a hierarchy. The taunt 
will come with irresistible force from the vassals of 
the pope: "Is despotism any more sinful or dangerous 
in the Romish Church than in the Methodist?" Oh I 
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siastical chains, and then you will be prepared consis- 
tently to aid your fellow countrymen in breaking the 
yoke of ecclesiastical despotism with which Rome has 
bound her ignorant and degraded subjects! 

April 19th, 1855. 
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I should not deem the article worthy of a reply, but for 
its serious publication in so respectable a journal as the 
South Western Baptist. 

I shall offer no comment upon the presumption or ma- 
lignity, which could venture to misrepresent so grossly, 
the Church government and patriotism of the largest 
body of Christians in the United States, but shall briefly 
state the theory of Methodism, upon the points in 
question. 

And first, — It is true that John Wesley, the Methodist, 
as well as Rev. Thomas Chalmers, the Presbyterian, and 
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that you arc not prepared to stand by Americaaisin 
while you are tbe eubjecta of a hierarchy. The taunt 
will come with irresiBtible force from the vassals of 
the pope; "Is dcBpotism any more sinful or dangerous 
in the Romish Church than in the Methodist?" OhI 
then, be Americans — be freemen — throw off your eccle- 
siastical chains, and then you will be prepared consis- 
tently to aid your fellow countrymen in breaking the 
yoke of ecclesiastical despotism with which Rome haa 
bound her ignorant and degraded BubjectsI 

April I9Ui, 1855. 
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that you are not prepared to stand by Americanism 
while you are the subjects of a hierarchy. The taunt 
will come with irresistible force from the vassals of 
the pope: "Is despotism any more sinful or dangerous 
in the Romish Church than in the Methodist?" Oh! 
then, be Americans — ^be freemen — throw off your eccle- 
siastical chains, and then you will be prepared consis- 
tently to aid your fellow countrymen in breaking the 
yoke of ecclesiastical despotism with which Rome has 
bound her ignorant and degraded subjects I 

April loth, 1855. 
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Bishop Hamline, of the Northern Methodist Church, a 
man of the purest character, voluntarily resigned his 
Episcopacy, and is now acting simply as a Methodist 
Presbyter. Hence, our Episcopacy is a mere superin- 
tendency or presidency; a kind of permanent modera- 
torship. 

Sixthly,- — ^We believe that the distribution of our 
ininisters to their several fields of labor, upon the itiner- 
ant plan, is the best mode of imitating the Apostles, 
who went from city to city — a mode admirably adapted 
to spread scriptural holiness through the lands — and 
we also think that this distribution of the ministers, and 
the laws regulating this itinerancy, should be made 
with a conscientious regard for the well-being of the 
whole Church, but, by those only who submit to the 
eacrifices of the itinerancy, and upon whom these laws 
mainly operate, namely, the ministry; nevertheless, in 
all other enterprises, financial or otherwise, in which the 
laity are equally concerned with the ministry, we admit 
lay delegation; for instance, in the commission to lo- 
I Gate the contemplated Male College of the Alabama 
) Conference, to meet in Summerfield next July, we have 
two lay delegates for one ministerial delegate. We 
, have also in our Conferences, joint Boards of Finance, 
I composed equally of laymen and ministers. 
I Seventhly, — We have an institution, peculiar to Me- 
ihodism, which places all ranks of our ministry upon 
ihe same platform; that is, all, from the lowest to the 
highest, have to pass through a periodical examination 
of character. At our General Conferences, a Committee 
on Episcopacy, composed of the very men over whom 
(he bishops preside in their several Annual Conferences, 
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review the entire judicial acts and personal character of 
all our. bishops; they summon the bishops before their 
bar at pleasure, and freely censurt) or approve, as seem- 
eth good in their sight. It will not be forgotten by the 
Southern people, that it was a too free exercise of this 
power over the bishops, in the case of the excellent 
bishop J. 0. Andrew, on account xxC his connection with 
slavery, which divided our Church into the two great 
branches. Northern and Southern. 

Eighthly, — ^There is but a single officer in our Church 
who is denied the privilege of voting in any and all of 
our Church Courts, and that is a bishop, who has not 
even the casting vote in our General or Annual Confer- 
ences, or in any other Church body. 

Ninthly, — No member in our Church can be tried or 
expelled by any minister, or body of ministers, but only 
by a jury of his peers — the members of the society to 
which he belongs. 

Tenthly, — The charge that "freedom of speech upon 
Church matters, is interdicted upon pain of exclusion," 
the facts in the case will show to. be utterly groundless. 
It is true, we would allow no man to promulge Uni- 
tarianism and Universalism, and still retain his member- 
. ship with us. For any evangelical denomination to 
suflFcr this, would be to abandon Christianity; but upon ^ 
the minor questions, which may naturally arise among 1 
those who have adopted the same faith and practice, 
the freest expression of sentiment is indulged without 
blame. 

The free discussion in the General Conference of 1841, 
upon the question whether or not the Conference could 
suspend Bishop. Andrew, without the least charge 
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•gainst his moral character, which was really done, 
•nd the proposition introduced by Dr. Smith, of Virginia, 
ittto the General Conference of 1850, at St. Louis, to re- 
model our whole General Conference system, so as to 
have two houses instead of one, and in a form analagous 
to the House of Representatives and Senate of the Unit- 
ed States; these facts, with the abundant memorials 
sent up to every General Conference, are ample testi- 
mony that the widest latitude of opinion is enjoyed by 
our entire membership, without censure. I may also 
add, in contradiction to a reckless statement of the 
writer in question, that the editors of all our papers, 
magazines, books, tracts, etc., are elected by the Gene- 
ral Conference, whether from the ranks of the itinerancy 
or from other departments, as they please, and without 
the slightest reference to the wish of the bishops. Dr. 
Bond, the editor of the Christian Advocate and Journal, 
in New York, is not a member of any Annual Confer- 
ence whatever. 

Eleventh, — Of the charge that the power of the bishop- 
with the aid and advice of the presiding. elders, to make 
appointments, '*is frequently exercised in an oppressive 
manner," I remark, if the writer had said, that those 
who are voluntarily subject to this power are not unfre- 
quently called to make sacrifices, in going to the moun- 
tains and swamps, and frontier wilds, to preach the gos- 
pel to every creature, this is unquestionably true; but 
that the acts of these honored men of God, are ever in- 
tentionally oppressive, is incredible. It is reasonable to 
assume, that these men desire, at least, to promote the 
interests of Methodism, and will therefore use that 
power, which they hold under strict responsibility, to 
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review the entire judicial acts and personal character of 
all our. bishops; they summon the bishops before their 
bar at pleasure, and freely censurb or approve, as seem- 
eth good in their sight. It will not be forgotten by the 
Southern people, that it was a too free exercise of this 
power over the bishops, in the case of the excellent 
bishop J. 0. Andrew, on account^ his connection with 
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by a jury of his peers — the members of the society to 
which he belongs. 
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•gainst his moral character, which was really done, 
and the proposition introduced by Dr. Smith, of Virginia, 
into the General Conference of 1850, at St. Louis, to re- 
model our whole General Conference system, so as to 
have two houses instead of one, and in a form analagous 
to the House of Representatives and Senate of the Unit" 
ed States; these facts, with the abundant memorials 
sent up to every G^ijferal Conference, are ample testi- 
mony that the widest latitude of opinion is enjoyed by 
our entire membership, without censure. I may also 
add, in contradiction to a reckless statement of the 
writer in question, that the editors of all our papers, 
magazines, books, tracts, etc., are elected by the Gene- 
ral Conference, whether from the ranks of the itinerancy 
or from other departments, as they please, and without 
the slightest reference to the wish of the bishops. Dr. 
Bond, the editor of the Christian Advocate and Journal, 
in New York, is not a member of any Annual Confer- 
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Eleventh, — Of the charge that the power of the bishop- 
with the aid and advice of the presiding, elders, to make 
appointments, "is frequently exercised in an oppressive 
manner," I remark, if the writer had said, that those 
who are voluntarily subject to this power are not unfre- 
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interests of Methodism, and will therefore use that 
power, which they hold under strict responsibility, to 
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accomplisb this design, and not to defeat it by glaring- 
oppression. Can it be possible, then, that such men 
would adopt the suicidal policy with which they are 
charged ? No I it were impossible, except they were 
destitute not only of moral character but of reason also. 

Twelfth, — The charge that "Methodists degrade them- 
selves by submission to bishops, and that no Methodist 
congregation has dared to follow Hhe example of some 
Roman Catholic congregations, in opposing the demand 
of our bishops to control all the Methodist Church pro- 
perty, moneys, and buildings;" this is a charge so utter- 
ly astounding to me, that I almost feel wanting in self- 
respect to formally deny it. But, as Solomon says — 
" answer a fool according to his folly."-— I therefore say 
that our bishops have not a solitary cent's worth of in- 
terest in our entire Church property. Let any one look 
at the deeds of the Methodist Church in Tuskegee, and 
of the new Methodist College erecting in our town. The 
proof is at hand. 

Lastly, — It is charged "That the balance of power, in 
a political contest, may rest in the hands of seven Me- 
thodist bishops; they may suggest to the presiding el- 
ders, these may exercise their influence over the preach- 
ers, these again over the class-leaders, and these last 
over the class members;" thus "the suffrages of most of 
the members may be controlled by the bishops, for the 
election of a certain set of men to office," and therefore, 
" Methodist Episcopacy must ultimately, unless checked, 
destroy our Republican institutions." 

This accusation is in full proof that the writer of the 
article you have copied from the Watchman, is a man 
of wonderfully creative imagination. De*Quincy's Opium 
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Eater never saw horrid images come trooping more ra- 
pidly before Lis fancy. He should be classed with the 
most inventive of the poets, but for his hypochondriao- 
ism — a little medical treatment would be of service to 
him. May he live forever 1 But poetry aside; to affirm 
that I, for instance, could control the votes of such men 
as David Clopton, Judge Dougherty, J. B. Bilbro, and 
Wm. H. Stafford; ajid tliat these in turn can influence 
the votes of such class-members as J. W. Willis, Kobt. 
F. Ligon, James A. Smith, J. D. Porter, and other Me- 
thodists; to affirm this, I say, is about as generous as 
just, and as true, as it would be solemnly to assert that 
the Rev. Samuel Henderson can control at his pleasure, 
the votes of such Baptists as Chief Justice Chilton, 
Chancellor Mason, Dr. Battle, and others. I confess, 
Messrs. Editors, with these facts before me, which I 
stand ever ready to defend, I was not a little surprised 
that the article thus reviewed, should have been admit- 
ted into the columns of the South Western Baptist. As 
an act of justice to your fellow citizens, 1 respectfully 
ask the publication of this article in your paper. 

Respectfully yours, &;c. 

E. J. HAMILL, 
Pastor of the M, E, Church, Tuskegee, Ala, 
Hay 3d, 1855. 



We, the undersigned, respectfully request the publU 
cation of the foregoing in the South Western Baptist. 

Robert L. Mays, 
John B. Bilbro, 
David Clopton, 
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REPLY TO LETTER L 



Courtesy Extended ; Two enquiries ; Great names do not change 
Error into Truth; The power of a religious theory true or false, 
in the formation of character; Our PosmoN Defined; Lexico- 
graphical definition of terms; Application of these definitions 
to the subject in debate; Annual and General Conferences com- 
posed only of bishops and travelling preachers; Exclusion of lay- 
men from these bodies; The clergy the basis of representation; 
Episcopacy never to be changed; An effort to change it rebuked; 
The legislative, executive and judicial departments of govern- 
ment all filled exclusively by the clergy; Dr. Bascom's opinion; 
Methodist Episcopacy deprives laymen of the right of choosing 
their own pastors; Anecdotes of Dr. Rippon and Robert' Hall; 
The argumentum ad hominem; Extent ot our endorsement of 
the article from the Western Watchman. 

It always affords us pleasure to open our columns to 
any person or community to vindicate themselves from 
intentional or unintentional misrepresentation. The ar- 
ticle to which the foregoing communication refers, pur- 
ports to have been written by an American citizen. It 
is assumed that he has most grossly, wantonly, and 
malignantly assailed the Methodist Episcopal Church. 
Far be it from us to be the means of circulating, pre- 
sumptuous and malignant misrepresentations */»^:.ltbe 
largest body of Christians in the United States.'^'' We 
can assure our good brother Hamill, that, welcome as 
be is to our columns, he would have been still more wel' 
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come, had he not appended the endorsement to his com- 
munication, of the three very respectable names, to se- 
cure its publication. Highly as we respect these gen- 
tlemen, all of whom are members of the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church, we beg leave to assure them that their 
honored pastor is always welcome to our columns toith- 
out any endorsement. We hope, therefore, that he will 
never again submit our mutual respect for each other 
to such an unnecessary implication. 

It is not our purpose to answer in detail the thirteen 
points embraced in Brother HamilPs communication, as 
it would introduce a range of discussion too extensive 
for a single article. And, moreover, we are content that 
the article from the Watchman, and the present one, 
shall stand or fall on their own merits. We shall, there- 
fore, confine our remarks to two very simple enquiries; 
these are — 

First, — Is the Episcopal feature of the Methodist 
Church a legitimate subject of newspaper discussion? 

Secondly, — Ts Church polity, as an element in the for- 
mation of political character, of sufficient importance to 
merit the attention of the politician and statesman? 

And let it be distinctly premised here, that it is not 
the piety, or even the doctrines of the Methodist Church 
that we are now to discuss. No Protestant recognizes 
the seraphic piety and the evangelical doctrines of a 
Fenelon and a Bossuet in mitigation of the tyranny and 
crimes of the Roman Catholic hierarchy. Our remarks 
will be confined to the isolated topic of Episcopacy. 
The most illustrious names of this, or any other age, 
never converted one error into a truth. And he who ex- 
pects to shield an error behind the prestige of great and 
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good names, no matter if they are as numerous as the 
stars of heaven, has sadly mistaken the age in which 
he lives. Whatever of charity we owe to men's per- 
sons, it is certain we owe none to their errors. He who 
Gompromits a principle out of complaisance to any man 
or set of men, is unworthy to be trusted, either by God 
or man. But to our first enquiry: 

Is the Episcopal feature of the Methodist Church a le- 
gitimate subject for newspaper discussion? Now, we 
aver that it is; as much so indeed as the ecclesiastical 
polity of any other denomination on earth. It is a trans- 
plant from a foreign to an American soil, and is no more 
exempted from the ordeal of criticism and serious inves- 
tigation, than any other article of foreign manufacture. 
That its type is the Episcopal Church of England, the 
established religion of that realm, we presume its most 
devoted friends will not question. It is not sacrilege 
for an American citizen to question the right of the 
clergy to rule a constituency numbering nearly a mil* 
lion and a half. But we will not suppose that our Me- 
thodist brethren will claim this exemption; and we need 
not seriously argue it. 

We come now to consider the second question proposed 
«»— Is Church polity, as an element in the formation of 
political character, of sufficient importance to merit the 
attention of the politician and statesman? We think 
that it is. Ever since the days of Constantino, ecclesi- 
astical power has been invoked by secular princes, as 
an essential element in the government of their sub- 
jects. It is at this day recognized by every despot of 
Europe, not only as an organic law of his government, 
but as being essential to enforce his authority. It can- 
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not be denied that religion, whether pure or nndefiled, 
or perverted and corrupted, is the most powerful agency 
which has ever been brought to bear upon human cha- 
racter. Its unholy and corrupting alliance with every 
government in Europe, is a recognition of this truth. 
Even the infidel, Hobbes, defended religion on the ground 
that it was an essential auxiliary in the hands of kings 
to rule their subjects. Like the devil and his angels, 
who lost not their power by the fall, religion loses not 
its power by being corrupted and perverted to the ba- 
sest of purposes. The most virulent, merciless, and vin- 
dictive persecutions which have ever darkened the pages 
of Church history, have emanated from a corrupt Chris- 
tianity. The reason of this is obvious. Religion, based 
as it is upon the highest authority in the universe, ap- 
peals to and developes the strongest principles and pas- 
sions of the human soul ; and these become correspond- 
ingly potent for good or for evil, according to the power 
that directs them. When you appeal to a man's reli- 
gious prejudices, you appeal to the highest principles and 
motives that can operate upon moral agents. This, we 
say, is both objectively and subjectively a necessary 
truth. 

Now, we boldly and fearlessly take the ground, that 
THE Episcopacy of Methodism is anti-Democratic, and anti- 
Republican — ^THAT IN SQ FAR AS irS OPERATION IS UNRESTRIC- 
TED BY MODIFYING AGENCIES, IT IS ESSENTIALLY AND NECES- 
SARILY IN DIRECT ANTAGONISM WITH OUR FREE INSTITUTIONS. 

We are aware, that in taking this ground, we are sub- 
jecting ourselves to much unmerited censure — ^the cen- 
sure of those who cannot, or more properly will not, dis- 
criminate between persons and principles. We are 
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good names, no matter if they are as numerous as the 
stars of heaven, has sadly mistaken the age in which 
he lives. Whatever of charity we owe to men's per- 
sons, it is certain we owe none to their errors. He who 
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or set of men, is unworthy to be trusted, either by God 
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aver that it is ; as much so indeed as the ecclesiastical 
polity of any other denomination on earth. It is a trans- 
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tigation, than any other article of foreign manufacture. 
That its type is the Episcopal Church of England^ the 
established religion of that realm, we presume its most 
devoted friends will not question. It is not sacrilege 
for an American citizen to question the right of the 
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lion and a half. But we will not suppose that our Me- 
thodist brethren will claim this exemption; and we need 
not seriously argue it. 
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astical power has been invoked by secular princes, as 
an essential element in the government of their sub- 
jects. It is at this day recognized by every despot of 
Europe, not only as an organic law of his government, 
but as being essential to enforce his authority. It can- 
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not be denied that religion, whether pure or nndefiled, 
or perverted and corrupted, is the most powerful agency 
which has ever been brought to bear upon human cha- 
racter. Its unholy and corrupting alliance with every 
government in Europe, is a recognition of this truth. 
Even the infidel, Hobbes, defended religion on the ground 
that it was an essential auxiliary in the hands of kings 
to rule their subjects. Like the devil and his angels, 
who lost not their power by the fall, religion loses not 
its power by being corrupted and perverted to the ba- 
sest of purposes. The most virulent, merciless, and vin- 
dictive persecutions which have ever darkened the pages 
of Church history, have emanated from a corrupt Chris- 
tianity. The reason of this is obvious. Religion, based 
as it is upon the highest authority in the universe, ap- 
peals to and developes the strongest principles and pas- 
sions of the human soul; and these become correspond- 
ingly potent for good or for evil, according to the power 
that directs them. When you apjxjal to a man's reli- 
gious prejudices, you appeal to the highest principles and 
motives that can operate upon moral agents. This, we 
say, is both objectively and subjectively a necessary 
tnith. 

Now, we boldly and fearlessly take the ground, that 
THE Episcopacy of Methodism is anti-Democratio, and anti- 
Republican — that in sq far as rrs operation is unrestric- 
ted BY modifying agencies, IT IS ESSENTIAIXY AND NECES- 
SARILY IN DIRECT ANTAGONISM WITH OUR FREE INSTITUTIONS. 

We are aware, that in taking this ground, we are sub- 
jecting ourselves to much unmerited censure — the cen- 
sure of those who cannot, or more properly will not, dis- 
criminate between persons and principles. We are 
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aware that there are those who will regard us as attack- 
ing, not a solitary principle in the system of "the largest 
denomination of Christians in the United States," but as 
denouncing the entire membership of that denomination 
as anti-Democratic. But this has no terrors to us. We 
shall fearlessly speak what we believe to be the truth, 
be the consequences what they may. We hope to do 
so, however, in the spirit of the Gospel. 

As words are the signs of ideas, the most obvious 
method we can pursue in this investigation is, in the 
first place, to ascertain the meaning of terms. Pursu- 
ing this course, we turn to our great national standard, 
Webster's Dictionary, and find the following definitions 
of the terms involved in this discussion. 

" Democract, 71., government by the people; a form of 
government in which the supreme power is lodged in the 
hands of the people collectively, or in which the people 
exercise the powers of legislation." 

" Republic, w., a commonwealth; a state in which the 
exercise of the sovereign power is lodged in the hands 
of representatives deded hy the ft(yplt^^ &c. 

" Episcopacy, ti., literally, oversight, or careful inspec- 
tion; applied particularly to the government of the 
Church by bishops or prelates." 

" Episcopal, a., belonging to, or vested in, bishops or 
prelates; 2, governed by bishops." 

Now, when we assert that the Episcopal feature of 
the Methodist organization is anti-Democratic and anti- 
Republican, we are but asserting what every school- 
boy may know in five minutes by turning to his dic- 
tionary — that a form of government in which the su- 
preme po^Wer is lodged in the hands of bishops or pre- 
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lates, the clergy, is in manifest antagonism with that 
form of government in which such power is lodged in 
the hands of the people, or of representatives elected by 
the people. It were absurd to say that two such prin- 
ciples ever can harmonize. If the bill of rights set 
forth in the preamble of all our civil constitutions. State 
and National, asserts a truth, that *^ all power is inherent 
in the people," then we maintain that a government in 
which the people have no voice, practically sets that 
truth at defiance. 

Who compose the annual and quadrennial Conferences 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church ? Let the Discipline 
answer: — " Quest, 3. Who shall attend the yearly Con- 
ferences ? Ans. All travelling preachers in full connec- 
tion, and those who are to be received into full connec- 
tion." — p. 23. Again: ** Quest. Who shall compose the 
General Conference, and what are the regulations and 
power belonging to it ? An^. 1. The General Confer- 
ence shall be composed of one member for every twenty- 
one members of each Annual Conference, to be appoint- 
ed either by seniority or choice, at the discretion of such 
Annual Conference: yet so that such representatives 
shall have travelled at least four full calendar years 
from the time they were received on trial by an Annual 
Conference, and are in full connection at the time of 
holding the Conference." — p. 20. And on page 21, on de- 
fining the limitations and restrictions of the powers of 
a General Conference, the following items occur: — "3. 
They shall not change or alter any part or rule of our 
government, so as to do away Episcopacy^ or destroy the 
plan of our itinerant general superintendency. 4. They 
shall not revoke or change the general rules of the 
5 
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United Societies. 6. They shall not do away the privi- 
leges of our ministers or preachers, of trial by a com- 
mittee, and of an appeal; neither shall they do away the 
privileges of our members, of trial before the society, or 
by a committee, and of an appeal." 

Now, observe, first, that the Annual Conference is 
composed, ex officio^ of the clergy under appointment of 
the bishops in that Conference. Even local preachers, 
no matter what their piety and talents may be, have no 
voice in its councils. Observe, secondly, that the basi& 
of representation in a General Conference, is — not the 
membership of the Church, but the aforesaid clergy in 
each State. In neither an Annual or General Confer- 
ence is the voice of a layman or his representative ever 
heard, unless it be by petition — a right which the most 
perfect despot will allow his subjects. Observe, third- 
ly, that this distinct feature of the Methodist Church is 
never to be changed. The General Conference must not 
'^do away SpicsopacyJ* It is recognized as an essential 
organic law of the system, to do away with which, would 
dissolve the whole fabric. That is to say, the recogni- 
tion of the rights of the people, the private members, to 
a representation in the Annual and General Conferences, 
would be the death-knell of Methodist Episcopacy I The 
fathers of this Church have taken the special pains to 
throw around this special feature of Methodism, the 
sanctity and power of an irrevocable decree II Any 
effort to change it meets with a stern rebuke — such as 
was administered by the General Conference, in 1824, 
and in 1828, at which a large and respectable body of 
ministers were expelled from the body, who subsequent- 
ly formed the Methodist Protestant Church in the United 
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States. Call you this Republican Democracy ? A nu- 
merous and respectable body of ministers and laymen, 
from different parts of the United States, petition the 
General Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
so to modify its basis of representation as to permit the 
voice of its laymen to be heard in its councils, is re- 
buked and denounced as schism atical and heretical, and 
a solemn act of exclusion is pronounced against them ! 
And yet there is nothing in Methodist Episcopacy but 
what harmonizes most beautifully with American De- 
mocracy 1 And when we quote the very language of 
the illustrious founder of Methodism, John Wesley, — 
** We are not Republicans, and never intend to be," — 
and when we attempt to point out the features of Me- 
thodist polity which antagonize with the genius of our 
free institutions, why, we have a ** wonderfully creative 
imagination* DeQuincy's Opium Eater never saw such 
horric images as came trooping . . . before his fancy. 
A little medical treatment is" the proper remedy for 
such distemper I All "poetry" Brother Hamill. It 
would tax "the most inventive of the poets" — nay, 
much more inventive than have produced an "Iliad" or 
a "Paradise Lost," we opine, to discover the Democracy 
of Methodist Episcopacy. What an interesting task 
that would be for an American citizen to sit down to the 
serious matter of showing that a government by bishops 
and clergy was perfectly consistent, nay synonymous 
with government by the people — that a representation 
based upon the clergy was equivalent to a representation 
based upon the people, the private membership of the 
Church — ^that a legislative body in wiiich the voice of the 
people is never heard, or if heard, is only heeded as a mat- 
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ter of grace, is equivalent to a legislative body in which 
the people collectively exercise the controlling power I 

Again: government is divided into three departments 
— Legislative, Executive, and Judicial. But in neither 
of these departments are the private members of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church represented. They have no 
power either to make, expound, or execute the law. Even 
if they pronounce the solemn act of exclusion against a 
member, it is subject to appeal, and may be reversed 
by the bishop or bishops: and "the word of a" bishop 
** is the end of all strife." And that we may not be 
considered uncharitable in this remark, we make the 
following extract from the late Bishop Bascom's " De- 
claration of the Rights of Man." Let every Methodist 
read and ponder it well. If he will not hear the word 
of a bishop, (written to-be-sure hefore he became a bishop, 
yet not the less authoritative with American readers on 
that account,) he surely wiU not be persuaded by an 
humble Baptist editor. But to the extract: 

*'Art. 6. A government uniting legislative, judi- 
cial, and executive powers in the hands of the same 
men, is an absurdity in theory, and in practice, tyranny. 
The executive power, in every government, should be 
subordinate to the legislative, and the judicial independ- 
ent of both. Whenever, therefore, it happens that these 
three departments of government are in the hands of the 
same body of men, and these men not the representa- 
tives of the people — first making the laws, then execut- 
ing them, and finally the sole judges of their own acts, 
there is no liberty; the people are virtually enslaved, 
and liable to be ruined at any time. In a government, 
civil or ecclesiastical, where the same men are legisla- 
tors, administrators, and judges, in relation to all the 
laws, and every possible application of them, the people, 
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whether well or ill treated, are in fact slaves; for the 
only remedy against such a despotism is revolt. No 
constitution can be presumed a good one, embodying 
the principles of correct government, which docs not 
suflBciently guard against the chances and possibility of 
maladministration. All absolute governments owe 
their character to the manner in which they are admin- 
istered; whereas, in a representative government, with 
proper checks and balances, it is the interest, even of 
the vicious, to promote the general welfare, by conform- 
ing to the laws. The greater the equality established 
among men by governments, the more virtue and happi- 
ness will prevail; for where the voluntary consent of the gO' 
verned is the basis of government , interest and duty combine to 
promote the common weal," 

Finally. Methodist Episcopacy deprives the mem- 
bership of that Church of the right of choosing their 
own pastors — a right as dear to the Lord's **freed men" 
as any with which they are invested in the New Testa- 
ment. The Churches sometimes petition the bishop for 
some particular person of their choice, but how often 
are their wishes disregarded! We recollect some year 
or two since, of reading in one of the regular journals 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, some serious articles 
against the policy of yielding to this, the most humble 
method of expressing a wish, in which the ground was 
taken, if we remember correctly, that if the thing was 
not stopped, it would virtually " do away with Episco- 
pacy." And yet we are called upon to believe — nay, 
we are considered very uncharitable and bigoted if we 
will not believe — that a church organization in which 
the right of the laity to cfioose their own pastors — those 
who are to break to them the bread of eternal life, and 
who are to be supported by their money, and assisted 
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by their prayers and sympathies — ^is absolutely denied^ 
is, nevertheless, quite consistent with American Demo* 
cracyl 

But, says Brother Hamill, "John Wesley, the Method* 
ist, Thomas Chalmers, the Presbyterian, and Robert 
Hall, the Baptist were good subjects of the English 
monarchy." True, they were; they were mindful of the 
Divine injunction, "fear God and honor the king." But 
is not Brother Hamill aware that the form of Church Go* 
vernment recognized by Hall, was as pure a Democracy 
as that recognized by Baptist Churches, even in the 
United States — and that it has been mainly through the 
agencies of such men as Robert Hall, and the Indepen- 
dents of England, that the act of non-conformity was 
extorted from the British crown, conferring the right 
to worship God according to the dictates of one's own 
conscience! And let it never be forgotten that, in our 
struggle for independence, the Baptists and Independents 
of Great Britain were universally on our side. Dr. Rip- 
pon, pastor of a Baptist Church in London, writing to 
Dr. Baldwin, pastor of a Baptist Church in Boston, dur^ 
ing the Revolutionary war, says to him — "When the 
king's armies prevail, there is the cry of mourning, la* 
mentation and woe amongst us; but when the Ameri* 
can army prevails, there is the shout of kings in our 
camps." Robert Hall, the father of the distinguished 
orator, and one of the most eloquent Baptist ministers 
of his age, was an open and avowed friend of the Colo- 
nies. The following anecdote of him and Dr. Ryland, is 
worth relating: 

"One evening our conversation turned on the subject 
of the war with America, previously to the ackaowledg;^ 
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ment of the Independence of the United States. Mr. 
Hall said ' Sir, that war was very unpopular, and con- 
sidered to be very unrighteous by men of true liberty 
principles. My father, sir, warmly advocated the Ame- 
rican cause. When I was a little boy, he took me to 
the school of Mr. Ryland, at Northampton, the father of 
Dr. Ryland, of Bristol; this Mr. Ryland was very eccen- 
tric, and a violent partizan of the Americans; it was in 
the hottest period of the war, sir, and many persons 
were very indignant at the conduct of the English Go- 
vernment. That war, sir, was considered as a crusade 
against the liberty of the subject and the rights of man. 
The first night we arrived at Northampton, from Arns- 
by, sir, the two old gentlemen (my father and Mr. Ry- 
land) talked over American politics until they both be- 
came heated, on the same side of the question. At 
length Mr. Ryland burst forth in this manner: 'Brother 
Hall, I will tell you what I would do if I were General 
Washington.' ' Well,' said my father, * what would you 
do?' 'Why, Brother Hall, if I were General Washing- 
ton, I would summon all the American officers; they 
should form a circle around me, and I would address 
them, and we would offer a libation in our own blood, 
and I would order one of them to bring a lancet and a 
punch-bowl; and he should bleed us all, one by one, in- 
to this punch-bowl; and I would be the first to bare my 
arm; and when the punch-bowl was full, and we had aft 
been bled, I would call upon every man to consecrate 
himself to the work, by dipping his sword into the bowl, 
and entering into a solemn covenant engagement by 
oath, one to another, and would swear by Him that sit& 
upon the throne and liveth forever and ever^ that we would 
never sheath our swords while there was an English 
soldier in arms remaining in America ; and this is what 
I would do. Brother Hall." — Greeners Reminiscences of 
Robert Hall, pp. 48, 49. 

But we must conclude. Brother Hamill seems to con- 
8i(Je^ tb^t it is quite Democratic that the trusteeship 
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and location of Colleges should be placed in the hands 
of a majority of laymen. Pardon us, Brother Hamill, 
if we say this has nothing to do with the subject. We 
are discussing the power of the bishops and clergy oyer 
Churches, not Colleges. The privilege of loca'iing a 
College, or of being a trustee of it when located, has 
about as much to do with the Episcopal government of 
your Church, as the appointment of a servant to supply 
your Annual Conference with water. The Methodist 
Episcopal Church was no more organized to erect Col- 
leges than any other Church. The subject of education 
in that, as in all other denominations, is an appendage, 
and enters not into its organic features. 

Let us not be misunderstood or misrepresented. The 
question is not whether Brother Hamill or ourself could 
control the votes of such men as he names in his com- 
munication. This is an argumentum ad hominenij a mode 
of argument usually resorted to for the want of abetter; 
but the question is, whether a civil government, organ- 
ized upon the principles of Methodist Episcopacy, could 
be called with propriety a Democratic Republican Go- 
vernment? We say it could not. How far we have 
proved this, is left to the candid reader. 

As to the article to which Brother Hamill replies, as 
copied from the Watchman into our paper; — ^it contained 
matter proper to be published. It does not follow that 
editors are considered as endorsing all the sentiments 
contained in every article copied into their paper. 
Xor is it incumbent on them to sift and criticise each 
argument which such selections may contain. So far as 
the article in question favors an assault upon Methodist 
Episcopacy at the ballot bo?, we repudiate it, for in 
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voting, we never inquire as to what church a man be- 
longs; but whether he is honest and capable, and 
whether his views upon important political questions 
correspond with our own. With respect, however, to 
the position, which is the leading idea contained in the 
article, and which we have abovo discussed, we believe 
it to be true, and can maintain it 
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LETTER IL 

METHODIST EPISCOPACY NOT ANTI-REPUB- 
LICAN. 

Christian discussion profitable; Foreign topics; The Bible and its 
Episcopacy a foreign importation; Mormon the only system of 
religion of American origin; Mistakes corrected; The advanta- 
ges of Itineracy; The Democratic principle acknowledged, that 
none should make laws but those who are subject to them; Itine- 
rants made such by the people; Itinerants constitute their officeri 
like legislatures; Power of the General Conference over bish- 
ops; Four points in which Church government should be unlike 
civil government; Methodist Chur^ government bear a prot>er 
analogy to our Federal government; Fancy sketch of the youth, 
Bascom; Anecdote; Paulas definition of .^tmcs^; The Baptist 
■dicipline; Government it describes unlike our civil govern- 
ment; A sad picture; An un-Republican feature; Robert Hall's 
view of close communion. 

** He that is £rat in his own cause seemeth just, bat bis neigbbor cometb snd teafoh' 
«th him."— Provbrbs. 

Dear Brother Henderson: 

I thank you for your kind regard, and hope the fra- 
tefnftl feelings cherished for each other, for many years, 
will not suffer abatement in our discussion. The en- 
dorsement of my article by nij brethren, was proper. 
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because the writer reviewed by me had attempted to 
degrade them politically. In the present case it is un- 
necessary, and unendorsed. I cordially accept the invi- 
tation you have freely accorded me, to a place in your 
columns. Discussion, conducted upon righteous prin- 
ciples, is always profitable. Paul disputed daily in the 
school of one Tyrannus, and this continued by the space 
of two years; so that all they which dwelt in Asia heard 
the word of the Lord — a truly blessed resuU. And so 
it has ever been, wherever truth has greatly extended 
her conquests over the human mind, she has found in 
controversy a powerful auxiliary. Hence we are of the 
same mind upon your first proposition, that the Episco- 
pacy of Metliodisra is a legitimate subject for newspa- 
per discussion — especially with a magnanimous oppon- 
ent. The entire system of Methodist doctrines and 
principles, invites investigation; it shuns no scrutiny; 
discussion, whether oral or written, but unfolds its wis- 
dom and its beauty. As you do not controvert the thir- 
teen points in my communication, except as they bear 
upon the new issue you make, and as you repudiate the 
slanderous article, from the " Watchman," in all points 
save that contained in your proposition, I have done 
with the anonymous slanderer, and cheerfully accept 
debate on your terms, and contend that '* The Episco- 
pacy of Methodism is not anti-Kepublican." To give 
your entire communication a respectful notice, I will, 
first, dispose of some thoughts in your piece not impor- 
tant to the controversy, and correct some mistakes into 
which you- have inadvertently fallen. 

You have given us dissertations upon the facts — that 
great names do not excuse or sanctify errors — ^that eC^ 
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clesiastical power has been invoked by princes since 
the days of Constantino, and that religious opinions, 
whether true or false, are wonderfully potent in their 
influence upon the human soul. These are certainly 
truths; and I will not presume to dictate to you what 
amount of elegant dissertations upon foreign topics you 
may interweave into thig debate. My duty is, to look 
only to what bears upon the point in question. If our 
Episcopal feature were, as you say, a transplant from a 
foreign soil, it were no less worthy of acceptance on that 
account; for our Bible is a foreign importation. Moses, 
Isaiah, Daniel, Paul and John, were Hebrews. I know of 
no system of religion of American origin but Mormonism, 
and I am sure you have no love for that, though it does 
baptize by immersion, and denounce infant baptism. 

Suffer me now to correct the mistakes adverted 
to. You say "the Episcopal Church of England is 
the type of the Episcopal feature of the Methodist 
Church." This is a very great error for a man of your 
erudition. Your valuable time has been spent in more 
important matters, perhaps, than the study of Church 
government, or you would not have made so great a 
mistake. The standard writers of both Churches will 
tell you there is an essential difference between the two 
systems. We hold that the Bible makes but two orders 
in the ministry — they contend, that without a third order 
a Church cannot exist. " Powell, on Apostolic Succes- 
sion," a work which our young ministers are required 
to study, will give you the particulars The next mis- 
take I will point out, is of great importance to the ques- 
tion before us. You say, "if private members pronounce 
the solemn act of exclusion against a member, it is sub- 
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ject to appeal, and may be reversed by a bishop, and 
the word of a bishop is the end of all strife." Now, this 
mistake of yours upon this very important point, is pure 
fiction, wholly groundless. Our whole body of bishops 
cannot even so much as vote, whether or not the least 
of our members shall be excluded from or reinstated in 
our membership. With the slight acquaintance you have 
with pur system, you might easily have believed us anti- 
Eepublican or any thing else. A better knowledge of 
our excellent government will increase your esteem for 
it. Your onslaught upon our Episcopacy, in ignorance 
of the first principles of our system, demands that I 
should call your attention to the proverb — " He that 
answereth a matter before he hearoth it, it is folly and 
shame unto him." 

You think our " Episcopacy deprives our members of 
the right of choosing their pastors — a right dear to the 
Lord's freemen." Are you aware that the Wesley an 
Methodist Church in England — our much loved mother 
Church — ^has no bishops, and yet appoints her ministers 
upon the itinerant plan, just as we do? And moreover, 
our Protestant Methodist brethren in our land, have no 
bishops, and have lay delegations to the fullest possible 
extent, and they also appoint ministers to their charges, 
upon the itinerant plan. Your argument is a non causa 
pro causa; you have ascribed that to Episcopacy, 
which is essential to, and inseparable from, itineracy, 
whether with or without lay delegation and Episcopacy, 
— ^that is, the principle of sending several ministers in 
succession to the same charge. This itineracy you 
cannot think anti-Republican, for all branches of Me- 
thodism believe it to be the best mode of spreading the 
6 
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Gospel. It is in imitation of Apostolic itineracy. Paul 
preached from Jerusalem round about to Illyricum — it 
secures an eflScient ministry, not only for the rich cities, 
but for the sickly savannas, mountain wilds, and bleak 
places of the earth — it is after the analogy of nature, in 
propelling the rich blood, laden with nourishment, to 
the extremities of the human system — ^it satisfies the 
thirst for novelty, inlaid in the very structure of the 
mind, as a basis for education — and as God has given 
to one " the word of wisdom, to another the word of 
knowledge, to another faith," &c., as he has sent out 
men of divers talents and excellencies, to suit the di^ 
versQ peculiarities of men; the appointment of these 
men successively to the same Churches, will make their 
varied gifts fully available to the edification of the en- 
tire membership of the Churches. Your own modesty 
will admit, I think, that your permanent ministry in a 
single Church, would be less profitable to that people 
than a proper succession of labors of such men as your- 
self and Brothers Tichenor, and DeYotie. And I know 
that the high appreciation of your character abroad^ 
creates a strong probability, that if you were sent upon 
an itinerant plan, say to Montgomery and Marion, your 
labors would be more richly blessed. Thus both minis- 
ters and members would be blessed by the operation 
of this Scriptural plan, and many secret griefs aud mor- 
tifications, such as are described in " the Shady side," 
would be escaped. 

In this excellent plan of itinerancy, lies the philoso- 
phy of our whole system — ^it is the key-stone of the arch 
— ^take it away and many parts of our system are super- 
fluous. We would then have no need for our annual 



METHODIST EPISCOPACY. 63 

examinations of character, and for the reception of minis- 
ters into the travelling connection, and much else ap- 
pertaining to the business of an Annual Conference 
would cease to be. And strange as it may seem to you, 
in all the business left to an Annual Conference, were 
the itineracy abolished — such as attention to Missiona- 
ry and Sunday Schools, and Tract Societies and Col- 
leges, in all these, we have lay management, and lay 
delegation. So that if lay delegation extends not to 
the control of this distribution of ministers, and to the 
enactment of laws regulating this distribution, it is be- 
cause we believe too strongly in the Republican prin- 
ciple, that laws should be made by those only who are 
subject to them, and not by those on whom they cannot 
pperate. Moreover, in the very constituting of this iti- 
nerancy, the representative principle is fully admitted: 
for all itinerants are made such by two distinct acts of 
the private membership. First, by granting a license 
to preach, and secondly, by recommending the preacher 
for admittance into the travelling connection, without 
which, there is no admission. This procedure is anala- 
gous to a bill, originating in the House of Representa- 
tives, and sent to the Senate before it becomes law. If 
these itinerants thus constituted, then go on and ap- 
point other officers for life, it is analagous fo the ap- 
pointments for life by the President; Heads of depart- 
ments, and Senate, of Judges, and naval and military 
officers. 

Another item of our economy which you do not under- 
stand is this; you know our general conference cannot do 
away Episcopacy, but you do not know they can almost 
completely divest the bishops of the appointing power 
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whenever they see proper. It was once voted so to 
change it, when bishop ^gule was elected, but he refus- 
ed to accept the office, jiftj^^ they reconsidered the mat- 
ter and left it as it was;^i^nce he was not made bishop 
until four years afterwards. These explanations make 
the task of showing that we are not anti-Republican, 
easy. Now, there are four points in which every form 
of civil government should be unlike Church govern- 
ment; buf3^all contrast the latter with Republican- 
ism only, v^ a Republic, the people frame their funda- 
mental laws; but in a Church government, they are 
framed by the Great Head of the Church for her; second- 
ly, in a Republic, the people either directly or indirectly, 
choose their officers; but in a Church government, God 
must first, by His Spirit, call her officers — the ministry 
— and it is allowed to the Church, in order to guard 
against imposture, only to acknowledge that call; and 
then it cannot revoke their powers while their lives are 
blameless; thirdly, even aliens, dwelling in a Republic, 
must be subject to its laws; but aliens to the common- 
wealth of Israel, may or may not place themselves un- 
der any Church government; and, in the last place, a 
Republic inflicts civil pains and penalties, such as death, 
upon offenders ; but Church governments inflict no civil 
pains or penalties whatever. A Church, scripturally 
organized, must, therefore, blend in its government, the 
theocratic element, for Christ is King ; the ecclesiastic, 
for he hath made such " overseers to feed the Church of 
God;" and the Democratic element, for by their fruits 
ye shall know them — who are Christ's appointees. 
Hence, the analogy between the government of a 
Church, and that of a Republic, must necessarily be 
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very slender. Nevertheless, within the limitations spe- 
cified, the Methodist Church government approximates 
as nearly the model of our Federal Government as any 
in the land. 

If you say Methodist Episcopacy is anti-Kepublican, 
because it possesses legislative, executive and judicial 
powers, we answer, it is another of your grand mistakes 
— it possesses no such powers. Our bishops have no 
legislative powers whatever, or anywhere. I have al- 
ready informed you, they have not so much as a vote in 
any of our Church councils— they cannot participate in 
the trial of a member; hence, they have no executive 
authority in any one of our thousands of Churches — they 
have neither legislative nor executive authority in our 
General Conference — they cannot vote in the trial of 
any of our ministers; in this respect, they have no exe- 
cutive authority in our Annual Conferences, and are 
cut off from participation in its legislation also; and 
the small portion of judicial and executive authority 
they are allowed there, is held under strict respon- 
sibility to the Eldership over which they exercise this 
authority; and even their appointing power may .be 
changed by a single vote of the General Conference. 
Hence, the prettily written fancy sketch of the youthful 
Bascom, is pointless in its assault upon our Episcopacy; 
it was dissipated by the clearer wisdom of his man- 
hood; it was applicable, even to civil government, only 
cum grano sails. 

The indulgence granted to the childish dream of a 
gifted youth, in his retention among us, is a good illus- 
tration of our freedom of speech ; and a suflBcient reply 
to the charge, that ministers were excluded from our 
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Church, ODly for holding th6 very same sentiments. And 
now, dear sir, as I have corrected your mistaken views 
of our system, I ask you solemnly, whether you think 
it possible that our Episcopacy, composed of men called 
of the Holy Ghost, promoted to the itineracy by two 
distinct acts of the membership, with specified restric- 
tions upon their authority, and within the limitations 
which distinguish Church from civil authority, can be 
anti-Republican? tit If you can reiterate the charge, 
I must say I think your conviction hopeless^ and your 
case will then be an instance of a most excellent judg- 
ment, overpowered by a stronger prejudice. It will re- 
mind me of an ancient orator, who, when a tumult arose^ 
among the people for want of breads and he failed to 
quiet them with the assurance that violence could not 
create food, remarked, the cause of his failure was, the 
belly had no ears. If I have failed to satisfy you that 
we are very good Republicans, it will be because preju^ 
dice is very deaf, and can neither understand facts nor 
logic. But I hope better things of you. 

From the confident manner in which you brandished 
Webster, in your attack upon Episcopacy, I must remove 
the small diflSculty which his definition has thrown in the 
way of your conviction. The word Episcopal may be 
used in eithefr the Puseyistic, or Romanist, or Bible 
sense; we use it in ihe latter, and Paul is a better de- 
finer of the word than Webster. In Acts xx: 38, it 
is said, " The Holy Ghost hath made you overseers to 
feed the Church.'' Now, the word rendered overseers, is 
the very word in question; it is Episcopous in the Greek, 
the accusative plural of Episcopos, and may be transla- 
ted either overseers or bishops, at pleasure. Did Paul 
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then know that a "schoolboy could see in jQve minutes" 
that Episcopal, the very word he used, meant something 
despotic, and in antagonism with Republican institu- 
tions ? A word more on this subject. Paul said, the 
Holy Ghost (not the people, take notice,) had made you 
overseers to feed the flock of God. We should guard, 
therefore, against the danger of pressing Republicanism 
into an usurpation of the office of the Holy Ghost 

I have in my hand a curious little book, obntaining a 
(JoDfession of Faith, and a summary of Church Discip- 
line — a Baptist Discipline. It was published for the 
Charleston Baptist Association, in 1813. The Articles 
of Faith were first adopted by a hundred baptized con- 
gregations in England and Wales, in 1689, and there- 
after by the Philadelphia and Charleston Baptist Asso- 
ciations. I find many excellencies in it, and some things, 
which might be improved. It is not anti-Republican 
for nothing can be anti- Republican in Church govern- 
ment, except it distinctly opposes civil laws; but the 
Church government it describes, is very much unlike 
the model of our fbderal government. On page 6, of the 
Discipline, it reads, "Each distinct Church may exercise 
every act of discipline, without being subject to the 
cognizance of any other Church, Presbytery, Synod or 
Council whatever." 

On page 58, of the volume, it says, that, * -Messengers 
of the Churches assembled, are not entrusted with any 
Church power properly so called, or with any jurisdic- 
tion over the Churches themselves, to exercise any cen- 
gures, either over any Churches or persons." And on 
page 28, "The Baptist Association arrogates no higher 
title ihm that of an advisory couucU-r-it is by ^o mea»a 
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to bo deemed a superior judicature — it presumes not to 
impose its sentiments upon its constituents under pain 
of excommunication." Now, if our Federal Government 
were formed on this model, and our Federal Congress 
were made a mere advisory council, without even the 
power of uttering censures, much less of making 
laws, then our government would be a farce; and our 
executive and judiciary would be destroyed. In truth, 
we would h'ave no government at all. Our State Go- 
vernment, if formed after this beautiful model, would in 
like manner be farcical, without a Supreme Court or an 
Executive, and our country would present the spectacle 
of an immense number of broken neighborhoods, having 
severally the supreme power in their hands, and per- 
fectly denationalized. Verily, this is rather Red Repub- 
licanism! 

It is true, your Associations can declare non- fellow- 
ship with any Church — that is to say, you can virtually 
turn out a whole Church, for non-fellowship amounts to 
this: if they exercise the Christian liberty, dear to the 
Lord's freemen, of partaking of the Holy Communion 
with their orthodox brethren — and yet your Association 
** cannot censure either Churches or persons." It is not 
my business to reconcile these contradictions. This 
view of your Church government, prepares me to un- 
derstand the remark, not of an enemy, but of a leading 
man in your Church, the editor of the Baptist Kecorder 
and Register, New York. I quote from the last S. 0. 
Advocate. He says, "We (Baptists) present ourselves 
to the world, a body rent by multiform divisions, animat- 
ed by anything but the Spirit of Christ, and illustrating 
anything but the theory of regenerated Churches.". Thia 
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is a sad picture — I would it were better. I find on page 
15 of the Discipline, another rather un-Republican fea- 
ture in your economy. "To dismiss a member to the 
world at large ought never to be done in any other way 
than by excommunication;" and on page 23, "As con- 
sent is necessary to a person's coming into the Church, 
so none can go out of it without its consent." Hence, 
if a Baptist becomes a Presbyterian, or a Methodist, 
be is invariably expelled. This is Republicanism with 
a vengeance! Does it not look like forcing your mem- 
bers to remain Baptists ? I pass by the fact, page 6, 
that female members are excluded from all share of rule 
in your Church. 

In conclusion, I admit all that you aflSrm of Robert 
HalPs disapproval of the war with the American Colonies, 
though he was a good subject of the English monarchy. 
I reverence the man for his genius, and for his piety, 
and for his abhorrence of your practice of close com- 
munion, concerning which he says, page 221, vol. ii. 
" With mingled surprise and indignation they behold us 
(Baptists) making pretensions which no other denomin- 
ation of Protestants assumes; placing ourselves in an 
attitude of hostility to the whole Christian world." 
Again: "There is nothing in the Church of Rome that 
has excited more indignation and disgust than this very 
pretension." Lastly allow me to say, the noble spirits 
among you who attend to the legitimate functions of 
the ministry, preachfng Christ, and him crucified, will 
do good, whether the deficiencies of your government 
be few or many. May God speed their holy labors. 

Fraternally yours, etc. 

May, 24tb, 1855. E. J. HAMILL. 
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REPLY TO LETTER IL 

The zeal and spirit of Mr. Hamill commended; Precise qaestion at 
issue; Foreign topics; Episcopacy a transplant ftom Europe; 
Analogy between the Chorch of England and the Methodist 
Episcopal Church; Singular way of proving two orders in the 
Methodist ministry; Bishops Soule and Capers; Mistake corect- 
ed; The right of appeal; The part Mr. Wesley and his 
first preachers took in our Revolutionary War; Not probable 
that they would impart the element of Republicanism to a re- 
ligious structure; James O'Kelly, William McKcndree, Rice 
Haggard, and others; An effort to reform the system in 1824 
and 1828; Insulting answer of the General Conference to sun- 
dry memorials; Exclusion and suspension of the reformers; 
Moral heroism of ''fifty females;" Acts xx. 28; No connection 
between Bible and Methodist Episcopacy; Sophistry in the use 
of the term "Puseyistic;" Itinerant plan; Episcopacy defined; 
The "Democratic Element;" Baptist anarchy; **Close com- 
manion;" Specimen of logic; Another "fancy sketch" from the 
"youthful Bascom;" Courtesy asked. 

**Bat be ye not called Rabbi; for one is jronr MftBtor, even Christ; and all tb 
ARK Brethrbm."— Jesus Christ. 

We admire the zeal of Brother Hamill, in defending 
Methodist Episcopacy — a zeal truly worthy of the best 
of causes. Perhaps his discretion may not be so highly 
commended, even by many members of his own com- 
munion. Be this, however, as it may, it is evident that 
he clings to the Episcopal feature of his Church with 
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nnyieldiDg tenacity; and that if it is ever changed, no 
part of the glory or shame of such a revolution will ever 
be his heritage. We repeat, the fervent zeal of our 
good brother excites our admiration — and we may add 
that the spirit in which he writes is worthy of all praise. 
If Episcopal Methodism cannot be shown to be Repub- 
lican and Democratic, it will not be for the want of 
either zeal or ability. We presume Brother Hamill is 
as competent to discuss this subject as any member of 
the Alabama Conference. And if he fails in this de^ 
fence, it is fair to conclude that it will be because the 
polity of that Church cannot be defended before an Ame- 
rican constituency. 

The precise question at issue between Brother Ilamill 
and ourself is this — Is Methodist JSjnscopacy antirDemocratic 
and anti-Re^uUicanl Wc affirm, he denies. He will 
not consider it strange, therefore, if we rule out every- 
thing which does not bear upon the main question. 

And here we must correct an impression upon Brother 
HamilFs mind, in regard to his "thirteen points." He 
seems to think that, because we did not answer them 
seriaiimf they are unanswerable. We supposed that 
in so far as these points involved the main issue in 
the article from the "Western Watchman," to wit: That 
Methodist Episcopacy is anti-American — we had ans- 
wered them to all intents and purposes. So far as that 
article related to a proscription of Methodists politically 
for their religious sentiments, we did, and we do now, 
utterly repudiate it. We fight Episcopacy with different 
weapons. But so far as that article discussed the polity 
of the Methodist Church as an element in the formation 
of character, religious or political, we did regard it as 
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falling within the legitimate range of discussion, and as 
such it was transferred to our columns. Our brother 
sadly mistakes us if he supposes that we had "repudi. 
ated the slanderous article." If we had regarded it as 
"slanderous," it certainly would not have been pub- 
lished. But enough of this. 

We are gratified that Brother Hamill concedes that 
the Episcopal feature of the Methodist Church is a pro- 
per subject for newspaper discussion. While, however, 
he admits "that ecclesiastical power has been invoked 
by princes since the day of Constantine — and that re- 
ligious opinions, whether true or false, are wonderfully 
potent in their influence upon the human soul," he pro- 
nounces them "foreign topics .... interwoven into this 
debate." This to us is not surprising. Wonderfully po- 
tent in their influence upon the human soul, and yet for- 
eign in a discussion, in which this very power is the sub- 
ject of debate. That is to say, the most important ele- 
ment of power which has ever been brought to bear upon 
the human mind, for weal or woe, in moulding its habits, 
prejudices, and principles, is totally foreign in a contro- 
versy, in which its effects are the very point contested ! I 

Our brother has showed his sagacity in excepting to 
the introduction of such truths in this discussion. But 
whether these are "foreign topics," will appear in the 
course of these remarks. 

We took occasion to remark in our first article, that 
Episcopacy was a transplant from a foreign soil. Bro. 
Hamill responds, "our Bible is a foreign transportation." 
True; and if the question were, whether Episcopacy 
is of Divine institution, his illustration would be in 
point. But we submit that he has no right to make 
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such an assumption for Episcopacy. Christianity is 
one thing — Episcopacy is quite a different thing. The 
question we are debating is not, whether Christianity 
or the Bible is anti-Republican — ^but whether Episco- 
pacy, as being a vital element in the structure of Me- 
thodism, a transplant from the despotic powers of Eu- 
rope, and which was foisted upon Christianity by that 
licentious tyrant, Henry VIII., is in harmony with Ame- 
rican Democracy: — whether a principle, which despots 
regard as essential to the stability of their thrones, in 
maintaining their power to rule the minds and conscien- 
ces of their subjects, is a safe principle to be incoipo- 
rated into the organic laws of " the largest denomination 
of Christians," in a Republican government. 

Again: To the remark that "the Episcopal Church 
of England is the type of the Episcopal feature of the 
Methodist Church," Brother Hamill replies, " This is a 
very great error for a man of your erudition." Let us 
see. In the Episcopal Ciiurch of England, all the powers 
of government, legislative, executive, and judicial, are 
in the hands of the clergy; and so it is in the Methodist 
Episcopal Church. In the Church of England, the power 
of ordination is vested supremely in the hands of the 
bishops; so it is in the Methodist Episcopal Cliurch. 
In the English Establishment, the power to supply 
the Churches with pastors is vested in Episcopal 
hands; so it is in the Methodist Episcopal Church. 
In the ecclesiastical councils of the English Church, 
no layman's voice is ever heard; and in the simi- 
lar councils of the Methodist Episcopal Church, the 
principle of representation, on the part of the laity, is 
equally excluded. In the ecclesiastical polity of Eng- 
T 
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land, the revenues of the Church, which proceed from 
the people, pass beyond their constitutional control into 
the hands of its rulers; and the same is true of the po- 
lity of the Methodist Episcopal Church, if the late Bishop 
Bascom is to be believed. To become a member of the 
Church of England, a man resigns his right of suffrage; 
and no less is it true of him who attaches himself to the 
Methodist Episcopal Church. And so we might run this 
parallel to almost any extent. The truth is, entire 
chapters and sections' of the ritual of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church arc transferred, with very slight mo- 
dification, from the Book of Common Prayer. The reader 
has but to compare the Methodist Discipline with the 
Book of Common Prayer, and he will be no little surpris- 
ed at the likeness between the mother and the daughter. 
But, says Brother Hamill, " We (Methodists) hold that 
the Bible makes but two orders in the ministry," by 
which he means, we suppose, deiacons and bishops, or 
elders, using these latter terms interchangeably. If so, 
then every eldor is a bishop ! Why the ceremonies of or- 
dination as laid down in the Discipline? Why re-ordain 
a man to a bishoprick, when he has already been ordained 
to that office, since bishop and elder are the same? Our 
brother has a singular way of proving this. He alleges 
that because Mr. Hamline voluntarily vacated his po- 
sition as bishop, and went back into the rank of elders, 
that therefore bishops and elders are the samel By 
parity of reasoning, because Charles V. resigned his 
crown in his old age, and went into voluntary seclu- 
sion, therefore the German king is nothing more nor 
less than a German citizen! But what say the bishops 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church on this subject? We 



METHODIST EPISCOPACY. 75 

quote first from the senior bishop, Dr. Soule: " I say, if 
this doctrine be a correct one, (that bishops are mere 
oflScers of the General Conference,) I have heard for the 
first time, either on the floor of this Conference, in an 
Annual Conference, or through the whole of the private 
membership of the Church, this doctrine advanced: this 
is the first time I have heard it." — Report of the Debates 
in the Gen, Con,, 1844, page 169. 

The late bishop Capers spoke as follows on the same 
point: — "It has been urged that a bishop is only an 
officer of the General Conference, and that his election 
and not his consecration gives him his authorship as a 
bishop. If a bishop is no more than an officer of the 
General Conference, wherefore is he consecrated? A bishop 
an officer of the General Conference only I And is it in 
such a capacity that he ordains and stations the preach- 
ers of the Annual Conferences? An officer of the Ge- 
neral Conference onlyl Then were it untrue and blas- 
phemous to invest him with the office, with these holy 
words of the consecration service: 'Receive the Holy 
Ghost for the office and work of a bishop in the Church 
of God, now committed to thee by the imposition of our 
hands, in the name of the Father and of the Son and of 
the Holy Ghost.'" — Debates, d:c., page 181. 

And here we leave Brother Hamill and the bishops to 
settle this point, mooted for the first time in 1844, 
merely remarking that, as imperfect as our knowledge 
of " Church government" may be, we have been led to 
" make this great mistake" by the bishops of his own 
Church. So much, then, for this " mistake." 

The next " very important point" in wh;ch our bro- 
ther says we are mistaken, is, that exclusion on the part 
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of the Church is subject to appeal, and may be reversed 
by a bishop, &c. In this we are partly mistaken, and 
intended to make the correction before we read Brother 
HamilPs communication. We had not observed the 
distinction which the discipline makes between the me- 
thod of procedure in the case of a private member and 
that of a preacher. The preacher has the right of ap- 
peal to an Annual Conference, the private member to a 
Quarterly Conference. But the principle we were dis- 
cussing remains the same, to wit: that the action of a 
particular Church, in excluding one of its members, is 
not a finality — that another power is recognized by Me- 
thodism, higher than the Church. And this power is 
called by them Episcopacy. This was the main point we 
were discussing; and this, we suppose, will not be pro- 
nounced a mistake. And what is true of the final 
exclusion of members from the Church, is equally true 
of their reception. The Church, as such, can guard 
neither the door of ingress nor egress. Who ever heard 
of a Methodist minister consulting a Church as to who 
should become a member of it? 

But it is time for us to take up the main subject of 
this discussion. Brother Hamill heads his article, 
^^ Methodist Episcopacy not anti-RepuhlicanJ* Then it 
must be Republican. Let us see how far the facts in 
its history will sustain this assumption. We are not 
responsible for these facts; we find them recorded up- 
on the impartial page of history, and we use them with 
no unkind feeling to our Methodist brethren. To begin, 
then, at the beginning: In 1175, Mr. Wesley published 
a communicMioii ^n Lloyd's Evening Post, of which the 
following is an extract: 
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" Now, there is no possible way to put out this flame, 
[our Revolutionary struggle,] or hinder its rising high- 
er and higher, but to show that the Americans arc not 
used either cruelly or unjustly; that they are not injured 
at all, seeing they are not contending for liberty (this 
they had even in its full extent, both civil and relig- 
ious,) neither for any legal privileges, for they enjoy all 
their charters grant. But wiiat they contend for is, the 
illegal privilege of being exempt from Parliamentary 
taxation — a privilege this which no charter ever gave 
to any American Colony yet — which no charter can 
give, unless it be confirmed both by King, Lords, and 
Commons; which, in fact, our Colonies never had ; 
which they never claimed till the present reign. This 
being the real state of the question, without any color- 
ing or aggravation, what impartial man can either 
blame the King, or commend the Americans? With 
this view, to quench the fire by laying the blame where 
it was due, the * Calm Address ' was written. 

I am, sir, your humble servant, 

JOHN WESLEY." 

About the same time, Mr. Wesley sent out six mis- 
sionaries to the Colonies, and, as might have been ex- 
pected, these missionaries reflected his political views. 
They were all Englishmen. Ilence, it is said of them, 
that " they insulted the Americans, calling them rehds, 
and spoke contemptuously of that cause which the peo- 
ple had sworn to support And what was the re- 
sult? .... Hatred and opposition to them wherever 
they went; until, at last, five out of the six fled for 
their lives, and the sixtli, Mr. Asbury, was obliged to lie 
concealed in Mr. White's, in the State of Delaware.* — 
Letters on Methodist Episcopacy, by A. McCaine, page 40. 

* See Appendix A. 
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Such was some of the fathers of Methodism. To 
what extent they were capable of imparting the ele- 
ment of Republicanism to the structure they were about 
to roar, is left to the good sense of the reader. We 
have some other interesting facts in this connection, 
and in regard to the other fathers of this system, to 
which we may hereafter recur. We beg to be under- 
stood, as not impeaching the patriotism of the member- 
ship of the Methodist Episcopal Church. We believe 
them to be as sincere Democrats and Republicans — as 
sincere lovers of their country, as any community of 
Christians in the United States. We only wish they 
were in religion what they are in politics. And since 
religion, whether properly or improperly conceived, is 
stronger than politics, and has in its history subverted 
all forms of government, it is reasonable to infer, that 
a time may come again when the less shall give way to 
the greater. And the only provision we can make 
against such an emergency ,^ is, so to construct our ec- 
clesiastical organizations, as to render such a contin- 
gency impossible. This, we believe, our Methodist bre- 
thren ought to do in their Church polity. 

But let us see to what extent the subsequent history 
of Methodist Episcopacy sustains the declaration of 
Brother Ilamill — " Methodist Episcopacy not anti-Re- 
publican." We shall only bring out two facts at pre- 
sent, that the reader may see to what extent the polity 
of " the largest denominations of Christians " in this 
country, harmonizes with our Democratic Republican 
form of government. 

In the year 1192, one year after the death of Mr. 
Wesley, the Rev. James O'Kelly, alarmed at the *' ex- 
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orbitant powers of the bishops," offered the following 
resolution at the General Conference: 

" Resolved, That after the bishop appoints the preach- 
ers at Conference, to their several circuits, if any one 
think himself injured by the appointment, he shall have 
the right to appeal to the Conference, and state his ob- 
jections; and if the Conference approve his objections, 
the bishop shall appoint him to another circuit." 

This resolution, after being discussed for three days, 
was negatived by a large majority; whereupon the 
Eev. James O'Kelly, William McKendree, (afterwards 
bishop,) Rice Haggard, and others, withdrew from the 
connection. So sedulously have they guarded that ir- 
revocable decree, viz: Thou shalt not change or alter 
any part or rule of our government, so as to do away 
Episcopacy, &c. Even the right of appeal from the de- 
cision of a bishop, or, as Brother Uamill would fain 
make us believe, the " permanent moderator " of the 
Conference is denied. This is moderaiitig with a ven- 
geance! We leave to our brother the pleasing task of 
exhibiting the peculiar Republican features of this as- 
pect of the cherished dogma of his Church. 

In the year 1824, a movement was commenced in the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, among many of the minis- 
ters and laymen, having reference to such modification 
of the organic law of that Church, as would secure to 
the laity an equal representation with the ministry, in 
their legislative councils. Union Societies were formed 
in perhaps every State in the confederacy, for tlie pur- 
pose of discussing this question and petitioning the 
next General Conference, which was to meet in 1828, 
to incorporate this principle of representation into their 
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constitution. Had the membership of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church the right to form these societies, dis- 
cuss this question, and petition the General Conference? 
0, yes, says Brother Uamill, ** The freest expression of 
sentiment is indulged without blame." Only let " no 
man promulge Unitarianism or Universalism,'' or such 
like heresies, and the most perfect freedom of speech 
may be enjoyed. " Discussion, whether oral or written, 
but unfolds its wisdom and its beauty." Well, we pro- 
pose " unfolding " one of these " beauties " for the ad- 
miration of the reader. Nothing strikes us like a fact. 
A living, acting, moving " beauty " is worth ten thou- 
sand creations of fancy. 

The original promoters of this movement recom- 
mended the formation of these Union Societies through- 
out the United States, and resolved to publish a period- 
ical pamphlet, one of which we have before us, entitled, 
" The Mutual Rights of the Ministers and Members of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church," for the purpose of 
giving the Methodist community a suitable opportunity 
to enter upon a calm and dispassionate discussion of 
the subjects in dispute." A " calm and dispassionate " 
inquiry as to whether private members and local preach- 
ers had any rights in the Church of Christ, and if so, 
what those rights were, it might be supposed would 
have been tolerated with impunity in a Church so pe- 
culiarly Eepuhlican in its organization, as we would bo 
made to believe Methodism to be. But how was this 
movement treated? "In Tennessee, fourteen oflBcial 
members were expelled for attempting to form a Union 
Society 1" "In North Carolina, several members of the 
Grranville Union Society were expelled for being mem' 
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bers thereof." " In the fall of 1827, eleven ministers 
were suspended, and finally expelled from the Metho- 
dist Episcopal Church in this city (Baltimore,) and 
twenty-two laymen, for being members of the Union So- 
ciety, and supporters of the mutual rights." Some 
" fifty female friends of these suspended and expelled 
brethren immediately withdrew from the Church, after 
addressing a letter to the preacher in charge," of which 
the following is an extract: — "To find our dear compan- 
ions, fathers, brothers, children and friends, treated as 
criminals and enemies, persecuted, suspended and ex- 
pelled, denounced as backsliders and disturbers of the 
peace, and ourselves treated coldly and distantly by 
our former friends, and by our pastors, and all for a mere 
difference of opinion about Church government^ is more than 
we feel bound in Christian charity longer to endure; and 
therefore we feel it our duty, in the fear of God, to 
withdraw from the Church." Noble women! Your 
names deserve to be recorded upon the same page of 
history with those who signed our Declaration of Inde- 
pendence! The Protestant Methodist Church will not 
have discharged its duty to posterity if it fail to pre- 
serve your names among its richest memories! 

But in the Conference of 1824, several memorials 
were presented, " praying that the government of the 
Church might he made representative, and more in accord- 
ance with the mutual rights of the ministers and peo- 
ple." And how were these memorials treated — memo- 
rials which sought to incorporate into the Methodist 
economy the vital element of our happy civil institu- 
tions? The Conference replied in a circular of some 
length, in which this remarkable passage occurs: — 
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"Pardon us if we know no such rights, if we comprehend 
NO SUCH privileges I" We could use as many exclamation 
points here as Brother Hamill, but we are fearful the 
stock would become exhausted. And moreover, wo pre- 
fer simply to state facts, and let the reader supply as 
many as he chooses. We are, therefore, prepared to 
answer Brother Hamill's question — " I ask you solemn- 
ly, whether you think it possible that our Episcopacy, 
composed of men called of the Holy Ghost, promoted to 
the itinerancy by two distinct acts of the membership, 
with the specified restrictions upon their authority, and 
within the limitations which distinguish Church from 
civil authority, can be anti-Republican?" The odium of 
an obtuseness, whether mental or moral, which cannot 
see either Democracy or Republicanism in a system, 
whose founders threw the weight of their religious char- 
acter against our revolutionary struggle — whose very 
father declared, " we are no Republicans, and never in- 
tend to be,'' — the constituted authorities of which, in 
answer to memorials asking for representation on the part 
of the private members, answer such memorials in the 
very venacular of the most absolute despotisms, " par- 
don us if we know no such rights, if we comprehend no 
such privileges," — from the communion of which, minis- 
ters and laymen are suspended and expelled for discuss- 
ing and seeking to secure their mutual rights to repre- 
sentation in its law-making power — we say, the odium 
of an obtuseness which cannot see either " the wisdom 
or beauty," or the Democracy and Republicanism of 
such a structure, we must be content to bear. Our 
"judgment " may be " overpowered by a strange pre- 
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jndice.'' Perhaps the reader will be reminded of the 
well known couplet of Hudibras: 



'* Keen optics^ sir, it takes, I ween, 
To see what is not to be seen." 



" Pardon us if we know no siuh rights^ if we comjprehend 
no such privilegesP^ And this language was uttered in 
the " monumental city " of this Union, and in sight of 
the venerable statue of Washington I It was uttered 
in response to an humble and respectful petition from 
a constituency asking for a representation in the legisla- 
tive councils of a body claiming and exercising the right 
of taxation, the very principle asked for hj our forefa- 
thers, and the denial of which on the part of the British 
Government, provoked our Revolutionary War I And 
it was uttered by the constituted authorities of an ec- 
clesiastical hierarchy for which a serious claim is enter- 
ed, that it is " not anti-Republican " — that it posesses 
" the Democratic element P^ Is it uncharitable to say that 
such a reply to such a petition, is enough to flush the 
cheek of every American citizen with indignation? 

But Bro. Hamill excepts to our resort to Webster for 
a definition of terms, by entering what the lawyers call 
a special plea. He seeks to identify Methodist and Bi- 
ble Episcopacy. Hear him: — " The word Episcopal may 
be used in either the Puscyistic, Romanist, or Bible 
sense; we use it in the latter — and Paul is a better 
definer of the word than Webster. In Acts xx: 28, it 
is said — * The Holy Ghost hath made you overseers to 
feed the Church.' " We must again notify our brother, 
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protest, therefore, that Episcopacy is not entitled io 
the credit of that which is common to all forms of Churcb 
govenimcnt; and that any argument based upon sncb 
an assumption, can prove no more for Episcopacy than 
for Congregational or Presbyterial government. 

We must set our brother right on another point. To 
our remark that Methodist Episcopacy possesses legis- 
lative, executive, and judicial powers; and that inas- 
much as the laity had no voice in either of these depart* 
mcnts of its government, it must necessarily be anti- 
Ecpublican, he replies, " It possesses no such powersj 
our bishops have no legislative powers whatever or 
anywhere. . . . They have not so much as a vote in any 
of our Church councils." Let us say once for all, that 
in applying the term Episcopacy to the government of 
the Methodist Church we mean that it is a government of 
the clergy, in contradistinction to, and independently of, the 
people. This wo suppose to be the idea represented by 
Episcopacy in the " Discipline." Why should a bishop 
care to vote, when he has the whole Conference at 
command, and can " say to one come, and he cometh;. 
and to another go, and ho goeth?" — when he has but to 
utter his authoritative voice, and every minister in the 
Conference marches to his assigned field, without know- 
ing one moment before the command is uttered, what 
his destination is? As well might it bo said, that be- 
cause the kings of England never had a vote in Parlia- 
ment, therefore the British Government is a pure Demo- 
cracy! We are astonished that our brother never saw 
the obvious fallacy of such an argument. But perhaps 
it was the best apology for Episcopacy he could make. 

**A Church scripturally organized/' says Brother 
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Hamilly "must therefore blend. in its government the 
theocratic element, for Christ is King; the ecclesiastic, 
for he hath made such * overseers to feed the Church of 
God;' and the DemocrcUic, for by their fruits ye shall know 
them — who are Christ's appointees," Now we do posi- 
tively aver, that we have looked at this sentence time 
and again, and we cannot discover " the Democratic 
element." And so anxious are we to find it, that we 
hereby promise to give any man a copy of the South 
Western Baptist for one year, who will point out the 
** Democratic element" in this sentence. It reminds us 
of a problem we heard in school-boy days, — " If the 
kitchen be fifteen feet square, how far is it to the 
spring^" 

As we are not discussing the form of government pe- 
culiar to the Baptists, the reader will pardon us for per- 
mitting all that Brother Hamill says on that subject to 
pass unnoticed for the present at least. That has no 
sort of connection with this discussion. His very ob- 
jections to the Baptist form of Church government are 
based upon the principle in his Church, which places it 
in antagonism with American Democracy, to wit: the 
people are incompetent to govern themselves, and therefore ought 
to he excluded from the legislative councils of his Church. It 
may be proper for us to say, in answer to his philippic 
against us for expelling members, who leave us and 
join other communions, that we do not believe the same 
person can be a member of two Churches at the same 
time; and when such a case occurs, we simply with- 
draw our Church jurisdiction and fellowship from such 
person. We have no other way of disposing of them. 



88 A DISCUSSION ON 

When the present question is disposed of, we are rea- 
dy to discuss that also. 

But, to cap the climax, Brother Hamill brings in that 
horrible practice among the Baptists of ** close commu- 
nion !" and treats us to an extract or two, from Kobert 
Hall, on that subject. But what puzzles us is, to find 
out what this has to do with the subject in debate. 
Thrown into the form of an argument, how formidable 
it becomes! Here it is: In the opinion of Baptists, the 
Scriptures' teach, that sacramental communion ought to 
be restricted to baptized believers; therefore the Me- 
thodist Episcopal Church is a Democratic Republican 
government. 

We close with another " fancy sketch" from " the 
youthful Bascom." Whether it is " pointless in its as- 
sault upon our Episcopacy," is left to the judgment of 
the reader. 

" Art. Itth. No power possesses so fatal a principle 
of increase and accumulation in itself, as ecclesiastical 
power. Its facilities for production and multiplication 
are many and fearful, and should be vigilantly guarded 
against by all who consider the image of God as close- 
ly connected with the rights of man. And whenever 
the growth and manifestation of this power, in any of 
its innumerable forms and modes of operation, shall clear 
ly amount to an invasion of Christian rights, the injur- 
ed and oppressed slioiild resist the encroachment with 
manly decision and unyielding remonstrance. In every 
Church where the principle of representation is exclu- 
ded, in the affairs of its government, the right of private 
judgment becomes a nullity, and faith and practice are 
necessarily, to a great extent, the offsprings of prescrip- 
tion. The right of deciding what are the will and mind 
of God, in matters of faith and discipline, by prescrip- 
tive interpretation, is conceded in the Scriptures to no 
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man or body of men, exclusively. Of course, the right 
of judgment belongs to all, equally and inalienably; 
and when the ministry avail themselves of the indiffer- 
ence, inattention, or ignorance of the people brought 
under their charge from time to time, to constitute 
themselves their legislative masters, and executive 
guardians, they usurp the dominion of conscience, and 
although never complained of, are de facto religious ty- 
rants, because they assume and exercise rights that do 
not, and can not in the nature of things belong to them. 
It should not be overlooked, moreover, that when the 
ministry are considered by the laity as the sole judges 
and depositories of faith and discipline, the people lose 
the only powerful motive, the only direct incentive they 
can possibly have to inquire and decide for themselves, 
in the infinitely momentous concerns of truth and duty. 
Such a monopoly of power by the ministry, tends direct- 
ly to mental debasement, consequent indecision of char- 
acter, insincerity and misguided zeal." 

We respectfully ask Brother Hamill, whether the 
same courtesy we have extended to him, can be ex- 
tended to us in some one of the organs of his denomi- 
nation — whether it would not be just and proper for 
this discussion to appear in the columns of some one of 
the " Advocates?" Since " discussion, whether oral or 
written, only serves to unfold its wisdom and its beau- 
ties,'' we shall confidently expect this courtesy to be 
extended. As a well-known political editor used to 
say, nous verons. 

May 24th, 1855. 
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LETTER III. 

methodism like its creed— peace and 

g6oj) will to man. 

Christian courtesy appreciated; A case of Twisting; Precious char* 
ity of Mr. Graves; Foreign topics again; Sixty American preach- 
ers; Admirable logic; Robert Hall's opinion of Wesley; Robert 
Hall repels the charge of Republicanism from Baptists; Wesley's 
view of the duty of American Methodists; George Washington's 
prayer for the prosperity of Methodism: Children's teeth not set 
on edge; Thomas Muncer's proclamation; John Matthias' and 
John Bocold's Republic; Concession; Angels of the Churches 
first among equals; Paul's ordination; Bishop Capers' opinion; 
Human instrumentality designates the field of ministerial labor; 
Charles V. not German Emperor by divine right; Corrections; 
Hon. and Qev. Baptist Noel's description of the'lay management 
in the English Church; Retraction demanded; What would make 
the English monarchy exceedingly Democratic; Supposed one 
hundred Baptist itinerants; In the business of Baptist State an^ 
Southern Conventions we have lay management; What rights 
and privileges we ignore; O'Kelly's resolution; Cordial ao- 
knov^ledgement; The courtesy returned. 

"FreenmpttioiM are they, self-willed, they are not afraid to speak evil of dl£iiitie«." 
— Pbtkr. 

Eev. Mr. Henderson: 

Yon honor me in imagining me as fully able to defend 
Methodism as any of my brethren ; I thank you for your 
high opinion of me; but I would rather you would aa* 
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cribe my success to the fact that truth is powerful. My 
zeal is certainly worthy of a better cause than the de- 
fence of my Church from the aspersions cast upon our 
Republicanism; but when a minister of so much repu- 
tation as yourself, endorses the charge, it becomes ne- 
cessary to show the untarnished beauty of our economy. 
The successful performance of this task will amply jus- 
tify my discretion. You welcomed me cordially to your 
columns in your first communication. Do you now wish 
"to rule out everythini^ which does not bear upon the 
main question?" I demur to your self-constituted cen- 
sorship in this case. I do not question your right to 
show, if you can, the irrelevancy of my arguments to 
the point under discussion; but for a party in debate, 
to claim the power to say in what respect his opponent 
shall not even be heard, is an unheard of assumption. 
I shall not concede this claim, even to the displacement 
of a single word; nor does this demand speak flatter* 
ingly of your courage in the premises. 

You do not now, it seems, repudiate anything in the 
slanderous article which originated this discussion; 
only in so far as it "relates to a political proscription 
of Methodists." You then endorse the following posi- 
tions of that article — Methodist Episcopacy is a foe to. 
human rights — it exerts a paralyzing influence over 
freedom of thought — it has imposed articles of faith upon 
the people without their consent — ^Methodists degrade 
themselves by submission to bishops, in regard to 
Church property, more than Roman Catholics — our 
bishops control our public moneys, and buildings — they 
Q^n control the suffrages of our members, and thus, hold 
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the balance of political power in their hands. Is it right 
Brother Henderson to be thus 

"Twisting in, and twisting out, 
Leaving the beholder still in doubt'' 

of what you do allege against Methodism? I must 
then, deliberately say to you, they are all, and each of 
them, utterly false; for proof see my first article, which 
you have barely deigned to notice. 

I think it due the public to state, that I find a large 
part of the article from the "Western Watchman," in 
the Great Iron Wheel, a work written by a Baptist, the 
Rev. Mr. Graves — a portion of the piece is without quo- 
tation marks. See pages 291, 292, 295, 296, 299, 300. 
A few precious extracts will show the spirit of the au- 
thor. Mr. Graves charitably classes " ruling elders of 
the Presbyterian Church, and Methodist Conferences, 
with Pio None, and styles them big and little popes," 
(page 45, Iron Wheel.) "We see bishops and ruling 
elders lording it over God's children;" (page 50.) "Any 
Pedo-Baptist Society is a huge clerical despotism itself;" 
(page 50.) On pages 254, etc., he calls "all Protestant 
sects harlots and abominations of the earth," and the 
communing together of Methodists and Presbyterians, 
" a blasphemous farce, prostituting the holy emblems 
to the propagation of a falsehood." On page 265, ho 
says "Protestant ministers have usurped Christ's place, 
and exercise his authority over his Church." You may 
imagine my surprise then, on discovering that the piece, 
ascribed in the " Watchman," to some profound pliilo* 
gopher unconnected with any Ohurgh, was surely an ef* 
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fusion of the tender mercies of the lovely Mr. Graves, 
whose charity is so strikingly displayed in the foregoing 
extracts. What meant this concealment of the author? 
For charity of this description, however, I never gave 
you credit, and therefore did not look for you to endorse 
the beautiful sayings of such a writer. 

With regard to those foreign topics — the invoking of 
ecclesiastical power by princes — the potency of reli- 
gious opinions — that despots regard Episcopacy as es- 
sential to their thrones; what has this to do with 
Methodism? Have princes invoked its aid? Do the 
thrones of England, France, Austria, and Kussia, owe 
their stability to American Episcopal Methodism? Did 
Nebuchadnezzar, Alexander the Great, Tiberius, the 
Eoman Emperor, and the Sultan of Turkey, all owe their 
thrones to Christian Episcopacy, and that two, of Ameri- 
can Methodism? Did Henry VIII., that licentious tyrant, 
foist Episcopacy upon American Methodism? It would 
be bold reasoning to aflBrm all this. 

But John Wesley was a loyal subject of an English 
king; therefore, our Methodist Episcopacy is anti-Re- 
publican I and Methodist Protestantism also! Five out 
of six Methodist preachers who were Englishmen, fled, 
and therefore, the sixty American Methodist preachers, 
who in 1184, some years afterward, organized the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, were anti-Republican also, 
and the Church they organized is hostile to our institu- 
tions. Admirable logic I John Wesley was one of the 
greatest, purest and most useful men, since the days of 
the Apostles — a man of whom your great Robert Hall 
saya, "Whitfield and Wesley will be hailed by posterity 
as the second Reformers of England." Howbeit, he was 
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no Statesman, and knowing only tbo aristocratic, and 
despotic Republics of Greece, Rome, Genoa, Florence, 
Venice, etc., he may be pardoned for having preferred a 
limited monarchy, to what he deemed an experiment in 
government, the glorious results of which no mortal 
could have anticipated. Roberi Hall himself ^ thus repels 
the charge of Republicanism from all dissenters, Baptists and 
others, "Dissenters are reproached with the appellation of 
Repibblicans, but the truth of this charge has neither appeared 
from facts, nor been supported by any reasonable evidenoeP 
(vol. ii, p. 82.) Is it just to conclude from this, that 
American Baptists are auti- Republican? I think not. 
Hear now, how nobly at the close of the war in 1*184, 
Wesley speaks to Americans. "As our American 
brethren are totally disentangled, both from the State 
and from the English hierarchy, we dare not entangle 
them again, either with the one, or the other; they are 
now at full liberty, simply to follow the Scriptures and 
the primitive Church. And we judge it best that they 
should stand fast in that liberty wherewith God has so 
strangely set them free." Nobly spoken, John Wesley! 
Is this a man hostile to our institutions, who says 
God has made them free? (Bangs' History M. E. Churcbf 
vol. i, p. 162.) 

There is another striking fact in the history of Ameri- 
can Methodism. They were the first to present a con- 
gratulatory address to General Washington on his ac- 
cession to the Presidency. The address and the answer 
in a few days, says Bangs, (p. 281,) were inserted in the 
public prints; and some of the ministers and members of 
other Churches, appeared dissatisfied that the Method- 
ists should take the lead. "In that address they express 
confidence that the wisdom and integrity of Washington 
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will preserve the civil and religions liberties transmit- 
ted to us by the providence of God and the glorious 
revolution." And what does the Great Father of our 
country reply to them? Does he, while the facts of the 
revolution were yet new, tell them they are anti-Repub- 
lican? No, but he says,—" I TAKE IN THE KIND- 
EST PART, THE PROMISE YOU MAKE OP PRE- 
SENTING YOUR PRAYERS AT THE THRONE OP 
GRACE, FOR ME, AND THAT I LIKEWISE IM- 
PLORE THE DIVINE BENEDICTION ON YOUR- 
SELVES AND YOUR RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY. 
George Washington." Verily, sir, the prayer of that 
matchless patriot, offered for the divine benediction 
upon the Methodist bishops, and the Methodist commu- 
nity, will be a shield to our patriotism, which the em- 
poisoned darts of malignity will never penetrate. The 
proof, that will establish the anti-Republicanism of our 
Episcopacy, will also convict the immortal Washington, 
as a traitor to Republicanism. But rob us of these glo- 
rious facts of Methodism, and let it be granted for the 
eake of argument, that John Wesley was opposed to 
our free institutions ; would you hold us responsible for 
it? Would you say "the fathers have eaten sour grapes 
and set the children's teeth on edge?" Would it be just 
to frame this anti-Republican bill of attainder against 
US? No; your conscience responds that it is not just. I 
agree with you, and therefore, will not charge upon you 
the licentious madness of the Gtjrman Baptists, or Ana- 
Baptists, as they have been called. I will refer to it, 
however, that you may see how unjust it would be to 
eharge you with what you utterly detest. 

In Orchard's Baptist History, one of your own publi- 
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cations, page 349, Thomas Munccr, of Mulhausen, Tlai- 
ringia, is pronounced o-ne of the most emnient Baptists. 
" Muncer," says Orchard, " stirred up the peasants 
against the nobles aud magistrates of Germany." And 
D'Aubigne's History of the Reformation gives us the fol- 
lowing proclamation from him, volume iii, page 268: — 
" Arise and fight the battle of the liord. The time is 
come. France, Germany, and Italy are up and do- 
ing. Forward, Forward, Forward — ^Dran, Dran, Dran. 
Heed not the cries of the ungodly. They will weep 
like children, but be you pitiless. Dran, Dran, Dran — 
Fire burns — let your swords be ever tinged with blood. 
Dran, Dran, Dran." Signed, Muncer, God's servant 
against the ungodly. 

" They maintained that among Christians who have 
the precepts of the gospel to direct, and the Spirit of 
God to guide them, the oiTice of magistrate is unneces- 
sary, and an encroachment on spiritual liberty — and that 
every man may lawfully marry as many wives as he 
thinks proper. " (RusselPs Modern Europe, p. 372, vol. 
i.) After Muncer was put to death, John Matthias and 
John Bocold, formed a singular kind of Republic, in Mun- 
ster, from which Matthias wrote to his brethren, in the 
low countries, inviting them to assemble at Mount Sion 
(Munster,) to set out in a body, and reduce all nations 
under their dominion. After Matthias was slain, John 
Bocold was made king; ho took fourteen wives, and 
with the community over which he reigned, became a 
fac-simile of Mormonism. I know you repudiate the li- 
centiousness and tyranny of these Baptists, who would 
have carried fire and' sword, like Mahomet, Jo the 
ends of the earth, if they had not been overthrown. 
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Now, there, would be as much logic and justice in charg- 
ing their crimes upon American Baptists, who abhor 
tbem, as in charging Wesley's loyalty upon free Ame- 
rican Methodists. 

I concede your claims to the character of a true 
branch of the Church of Christ, as fully as if these facts 
had never darkened the history of Baptists; but not be- 
cause your succession flowed through this corrupt chan- 
nel, but because you reverence the New Testament 
Scriptures; though I wish you had more respect for 
that religion of the Old Testament, which dictated the 
glorious Psahris of David, and because the spirit of the 
Lord is often found in your assemblies. 

You thought, as you brandished Webster so trium- 
phantly, that Episcopacy was in mortal hostility to 
freedom; but when I referred you to a better definer 
than Webster — Paul — for which you ought to thank me, 
you admit that Bible Episcopacy is divine, but you think 
it unlike Methodist Episcopacy. Why I Because all 
the elders were bishops. I admit it, and so do all Me- 
thodist standards. Wliy not call them so? Because the 
New Testament calls them both elders and bishops, and 
for the sake of marking the distinction in office of him 
who is called by his brethren to preside over them as 
the primus inter pares — the first among equals, custom 
has harmlessly appropriated the title of bishops to them 
alone. But New Testament bishops did not preside 
over ciders. You are. mistaken; even in Ephesus, the 
Church referred to, there was the angel of the Church 
of Ephesus, and John is ordered to write to him. Was 
this a celestial spirit? No. Was it the collective body 
of elders? No; but one who was in a higher degree 
9 



^8 A DISCUSaiON 0^ 

responsible for the integrity of the Church. It was, tte 
first among equals, a president or moderator, if yon 
please, of elders. Hear Dr. George Campbell, the Pres- 
byterian (Eccles. Lect. p. 116): "Certain it is, thai 
the very names of church oflScers were borrowed from 
the synagogue, which had also its elders, overseers,, 
deacons, and amongst whom one usually presided, wha 
was called the angel of the congregation, the title given 
by our Lord to the president of Christian assemblies.'' 
Why, then, set an elder, if he be a bishop already, apart 
by an ordination service to a higher office? Because 
Paul who was already an Apostle, was set apart by a 
very solemn ordination service, for a special work; 
"When they had fasted and prayed, and laid their hands 
on them, they sent them away." Acts xiii. 3. Was 
this intended to make Paul an arch Apostle? By no 
means. Well just such is our ordination. 

Bishop Capers contends, and so do I, that if our 
bishops were mere officers of the Conference, in the 
same sense as editors, and might be removed without 
cause, by a single balloting, they should not be set apart to 
their office by so solemn a ceremonial; but he, in the very 
same passage, expressly disavows high Churchism. Our 
bishops, sir, if not confined to a single Church, like Paul, 
'*have the care of all the Churches;" and in the inter- 
vals of Conferences, faithfully labor in word and doc- 
trine with the simplest of us. You desire to know whe- 
ther, in the polity of Methodism, the Holy Ghost or the 
bishops appoint the overseers? Or are bishop and Holy 
Ghost identical terms? Ah, that was the unkindest cut 
of all. Bo you wish to insinuate that our bishop is onr 
God? If not, what can be the meaning of your very ir- 
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reverent question? Either the Holy Ghost called you 
into the ministry, or you have entered into the fold by 
«ome other way than the door; and you know what 
Christ says of such; "But if you were called of the 
Holy Ghost, I need not say to you that human instru- 
mentality must designat^your special field of labor;" 
and so it is with us. I trust to hear no more of such 
irreverence. Do not, therefore, fight against an Episco- 
pacy which is an importation from inspired men. 

Bishop Hamline's resignation, with the consent of his 
brethren, does tell unmistakcably that we hold but two 
orders in the ministry, jure divino; by divine right; ha4 
God instituted a third order, and called him to it, he 
<;ould not innocently have resigned it without the di- 
vine permission, as an elder cannot, without sin, aban* 
don the ministry to which ho is called: howbeit, after 
the example of apostolic Churches, we may invest any 
of these heaven-called men with a special presidency. 
Charles V. was not German Emperor, jure divino ', he 
never was by divine right, which is the point in question, 
anything more than a German citizen. 

It now becomes my painful duty to correct a whole 
series of the most palpable misrepresentations of facts I 
h^ve ever known made by an educated and respectable 
minister. It is in the analogy you have drawn between 
the English Church and ours. In doing this, I shall 
quote from '*The Union of Church and State," by the 
Hon. and Rev. Baptist Noel, an open communion Bap- 
tist. You say, that in "the Episcopal Church of Eng- 
land, all the powers of government, legislative, execu- 
tive, and judicial, are in the hands of the clergy — the 
power to supply Churches is in Episcopal hands — in the 
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ecclesiastical councils of the English Church, no lay- 
man's voice is ever heard — in the ecclesiastical polity of 
England, the revenues of the Church, which proceed 
from the people, pass beyond their constitutional control 
into the hands of its rulers — to become a member of the 
Church of England, a man rc#gns his right of suffrage, 
etc., and so in all these respects is it in the Methodist 
Episcopal Church." Hear Mr. Noel on all these points 
seriatim: "Bishops and pastors have no manner of spirit- 
ual jurisdiction within the (English) Churches, but from 
the Crown — the Crown may delegate its spiritual autho- 
rity to ecclesiastical lawyers, who may exercise all 
Church discipline within the Churches in its name — all 
ministers of the Church of England must acknowledge 
this supremacy of the Crown in spiritual things, on pain 
of excommunication." p. 130. "The Court of Arches, 
acting by authority of the Crown, will punish any min- 
ister who, with the concurrence of the whole Church of 
which he is pastor, should refuse the communion to any 
ungodly person whom he could not legally prove to be 
an open and notorious evil liver." p. 169. And second- 
ly — in England the prelates (or bishops) are nomi" 
natcd by the State, p. 16. "In England nearly all the 
Churches have pastors imposed upon them by the State." 
Again: "The Crown presents to 952 benefices, arch- 
bishops and bishops to 1248, ecclesiastical corporations 
to 187, dignitaries to 1851, colleges to 121, and private 
patrons to 5096." p. 217. And I may add, the disposal 
of these at auction is very common. "The result is, 
the Churches have pastors forced upon them from these 
five classes — 1, college-fellows; 2, political adherents of 
the government; 3, sons of patrons; 4, sons of wealthy 
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men, who pay for situations for them; and 5, sons of 
clergymen who find it easier to educate their sons for 
the Church, than for any other profession." p. 223. 
Thirdly — "Anglican curates are totally unrepresented in 
the sacred synod of the nation." p. 328. Fourthly — ^'The 
supremacy of the State determines the settlement of the 
pastors within the Establishment, its doctrine and wor- 
ship, its discipline and government." p 136. Fifthly — 
" all persons holding titheable property, must contribute 
to the maintenance of the clergy, whether they approve 
of the contribution or not, since the clergy may enforce 
the payment of dues by process of law." p. 120. This, 
too, from all denominations. " As the State is the own- 
er of the ecclesiastical property, by which it maintains 
the incumbents of the Establishment, it has a right to 
resume those funds." p. 242. 

In this picture of the Church of England, you have lay 
managefnerU to the fullest extent you could desire — lay lords, 
and members of Parliament, and lay judges, with a lay 
woman (Queen Victoria,) as the head of the Church — 
appointing bishops and pastors, and determining doct- 
rines, worship, and government, and the State taxing 
Methodists, Baptists, and Presbyterians, under civil 
penalties, for the support of the clergy of the Church of 
England. 

Is Methodist Episcopacy like this, sir? Does the State 
of Alabama do all this for u6? In view of this exposure 
of your most palpable misrepresentations, by so high an 
authority as the celebrated Baptist Minister, the Eev. 
Mr. Noel, I now formally demand of you, as an honest 
man, a solemn and unqualified retraction of your glar- 
ing errors in the points specified. 
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When you are told our bishops have no le^slative 
power whatever, or anywhere; no vote in the trial of 
either a member or a minister; neither executive, legis- 
lative, nor judicial power in our General Conference,, 
and no executive authority in any one of our thousands 
of Churches; you seem to give up the question of the 
anti-Republicanism of our bishops, and say you mean by 
Episcopacy — a government by the clergy. With the 
next breath you take back your recantation, and wish 
to know, " Why should a bishop care to vote — as well: 
might it be said because the kings of England never 
had a vote in Parliament, therefore the British Govern- 
ment is pure Democracy." Now, without dwelling 
upon the fact, that kings can dissolve Parliaments, and 
even queens have ordered them not to attempt to legis<» 
late where they forbade them ; that no acts of Parlia- 
ment become laws of the realm without the signature 
of the monarch; though Bishop Hamline said, "It would 
be treason for a bishop to unseal his lips in the General 
Conference"(Debates, p. 130); I will show under what 
conditions only, the analogy between an English king 
and an American Methodist bishop would hold good. 
First; The office of an English king should be elective, 
like that of a bishop. Secondly; The Parliament should 
have the power at every session to inspect his acts, and 
depose him, and even deprive him of the rights of tin 
English citizen, if he were guilty of imprudence; just as 
our General Conference can do with our bishops, for im- 
prudence. Thirdly; That he should have no power to 
either veto or sanction their laws, as our bishops have 
none. Fourthly; That any member of Parliament, or 
citizen, might retire with honor from under his jurisdiC" 
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tion, as any minister or member with ns, can demand a 
certificate of good standing", with the avowed purpose 
of joining another orthodox Church. And lastly; That 
Parliament can materially change the powers of a king 
by a single vote, as the General Conference can, the 
power of our bishops. Now, my brother, you need not 
be astonished if I should pronounce such a monarchy as 
that, exceedingly Democratic. 

Still you think an itinerancy, constituted such by the 
suffrages of our people, in two distinct votes, is anti* 
Hepublican, if it admits no lay delegation. Let us see; 
suppose, for instance, you had one hundred Baptist iti' 
nerant ministers assembled in Convention in Montgome^ 
ry, to be scattered to the four winds, in such a way as 
frequently to involve heavy sacrifices, severe labors, 
great pi^ivations, and often pecuniary loss — all cheerful- 
ly submitted to, for the sake of preaching the gospel to 
every creature — would you, could you, think it fair and 
just, and Kepublican, that laymen, whose knowledge 
of the work and of the men must be limited, from 
the fact that their business keeps them at home, and 
who make no such sacrifices themselves, should rise in 
Convention and order every one of the supposed one 
hundred Baptist itinerants to their several fields of la-* 
bor, and then quietly return to their homes, leaving the 
itinerants, who had no voice to appoint them to a single 
duty, to strike their tents, and go wherever these home^ 
keeping lay delegates ordered them. I can tell you, 
from experience, that if you were a regular itinerant 
Baptist, you would soon feel, deeply feel, the one-sided* 
ness of such Republicanism. 

With regard to business iti which the laity ar^ 
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equally interested with the ministry — such business 
as constitutes the entire sphere of operations of your 
State and Southern Convention — we have already lay 
delegation and lay management: witness our Joint 
Boards of Finance, and our Tract, Sunday School, 
and Missionary operations. Our great Missionary 
Society, which disburses $160,000 annually — our lar- 
gest collection, has eight lay and four clerical mana- 
gers; and so of the rest. If, therefore, a layman de- 
mands the privilege of scattering one hundred minis- 
ters to the four winds, and then quietly returning home, 
you will pardon us Brother Henderson, if we hnxnjo no 
such rightSf if we comprehend no such privileges — it would bo 
a sin against Republicanism, of which we cannot as pa- 
triots, be guilty. It was a fit sentiment to be uttered 
by our bishops in the presence of the statue of that 
Washington, whose blessings rested ooi their fathers. 

But we are anti-Republican because J. O'Kelly's re- 
solution was lost by a large majority. Ah I indeed I 
Did J. 'Kelly want lay delegation? Not at all. If 
the resolution had passed, we would have been no less 
anti-Republican in your estimation. Had not the ma- 
jority a right to decline disputing about their appoint- 
ments? You forget yourself if you call this anti-Repub- 
licanism. Your frank, out-spoken, cordial acknowledg- 
ment that Methodists are as sincere Democrats and Re- 
publicans as any community of Christians in the United 
States, pleases me. " A corrupt tree cannot bring forth 
good fruit." I suppose you include also our noble 
bishops in this patriotic category. I return the cour* 
tesy, and frankly avow my confidence in the patriotism 
of American Baptists, aud the cheerfulness with which 
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I would see them elevated to the highest oflSces in the 
land. I am gratified also with your cordial endorsement 
of our glorious itinerancy. I begin to have some hopes 
that you will yet appreciate justly our noble economy. 
I have prepared a full reply to every single point of 
your last communication ; but in regard to your wish to 
give space for other communications in your paper, I 
withhold a portion of it. 

In conclusion, I remark, I would gladly join you in 
requesting the publication of these articles in our 
Church papers. 

Yours, respectfully, 

E. J. HAMILL. 

Jane 7th, 1855. 
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REPLY TO LETTER III. 

TRUE ORIGIN OP METHODIST EPISCOPACY. 

Hypothetical argument; Interesting letter from Mr. Wesley; 
Mr. Wesley the father of Methodism^ not of Episcopal Methodism; 
Ordination of Dr. Coke as superintendent, not as bishop, of the 
American Societies; Mr. Wesley's account of it; Interesting 
overture of Dr. Coke to Bishop White and the Lord Bishop of 
London ; ThriUing letter from Presbyter Wesley to Bishop Asbury; 
A sad mistake cither in the book of Discipline or in History; 
The true origin of Episcopacy; The General Conference persists 
in calling Mr. Wesley by a name, than which he affirmed he had 
rather bo " called a knave, dkfoolj a scoundrel, a rascal;^^ The " bit- 
ter pill'' suppressed; Two interesting authentic documents 
placed in juxtaposition; Bishop Bascom doubts the historical 
probity of Sec. 1st, of the book of Discipline; Striking congru- 
ity between the caption of the article, and the text of Scripture 
superadded; Being ** a little out of temper," distorts one's 
fancy; unlimited range of discussion asked and conceded; 
Points endorsed in the article from the Watchman; Ebullitions 
of passion; The charge of falsehood repelled, and an expla- 
nation asked; A chase after the " Iron Wheel;" Methodist 
Episcopacy not so ancient as Nebuchadnezer; Extract from a 
'* Methodist Hymn;" John Wesley and Robert Hall; Our civil 
liberties " so strangely" achieved, despite Mr. Wesley's efforts; 
contrast between General Washington's responses to the con- 
gratulatory address from Methodist Bishops and Baptist Church- 
es; The Munster affair; The " unkind cut," the only method of 
chastising clerical domination; " Three orders of ministers are 
recognized;" The" tug of war;" A sad predicament; " Glaring 
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errors;" Reversing propositions; Constitutional officers of the 
Episco|)al Cburch not private members; A " solemn demand of 
an unqualified retraction" declined; The predicament in which 
the demanded retraction would place " our Episcopacy;" Bap- 
tist W. Noel; Endorsement of the answer of the bishops to 
sundry memorials; The colors struck. 

" Am I therefore become your enemy becanae I tell you the truth? ^'—PAtit. 

Tip to this time, our argument has proceeded upon 
the supposition that the books bearing the imprimatur 
of the " Methodist Book Concern," contained 2k faithful 
account of the origin of JEjpiscopacyj as an organic ele- 
ment in the structure of American Methodism. Its 
Episcopacy is uniformly ascribed to John Wesley. Our 
Response has been: Suppose we grant this, so far from 
proving that Methodist Episcopacy is pure Republican 
Democracy, it seems to us to prove the very reverse. 
First, Because Mr. Wesley threw the weight of his per- 
sonal and ministerial character against our revolution- 
ary struggle for independence, as we have already 
shown; and Secondly, Because he expressly avowed on 
the part of himself and his societies, in a letter to Mr.. 
Mason, dated ''January 13th, l790,"seven or eight years 
after our independence was achieved, *' We are no Re- 
publicans, and never intend to be." A short extract 
from that letter will be " to our purpose quite." 

" My Dear Brother: — As long as I live the people shall 
have no share in choosing either stewards or leaders 
among the Methodists. We have not nor never had 
any such custom. We are no Republicans, and never intend 
to he. It would be better for those who are so minded, 
to go quietly away." — Wesley^s Works, vol. vii., p. 98. 

We say, granting all that Methodist authors claim, 
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that Mr. Wesley is their patron saint — their spiritual 
father in respect of Episcopacy as well as other things 
— it utterly annihilates their claim to republican De- 
mocracy in their ecclesiastical polity. 

That Mr. Wesley was the father of Methodism^ is con- 
ceded on all hands. We make this concession to our 
Methodist brethren with all cheerfulness, since it honor- 
ably exonerates Christ and his Apostles from all agency 
in the construction of that system. It came into being 
in its present form, seventeen hundred and eighty-four years 
after the Christian era. But that he is the father of Efis- 
copal Methodism, is not quite so clear. The truth is, 
Mr. Wesley was a member and presbyter of the Church 
of England, and so far as we have ever learned, he never 
withdrew from it to the day of his death. This we 
think we can prove beyond all cavil, if it should be con- 
tested. His societies were formed within that Church, for 
the purpose of combining more efficiently its piety, and 
for the individual happiness of the membership, without 
intending that they should leave its communion. 

But whatever may have been his individual views and 
feelings in this respect, certain it is that he had not the 
remotest agency in foisting upon his American children 
the Episcopal feature of tlieir organization. Nay, it was 
done despite his known views and most solemn remon- 
strances. This we shall now attempt to prove; but be- 
fore doing 80, let us premise that we shall pursue the 
main thread of this argument, irrespective of all impro- 
per issues or foreign matter. If we were to follow Bro. 
Hamill, we know not whither he would lead us. We 
shall, therefore, pursue our train of argument, devoting 
only such portions of our articles to his communications 
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as may be essential to the main points at issue between 
lis. We shall try and be kind to his person, but as un- 
merciful to " our Episcopacy," as the facts in the case, 
and our powers of reasoning will allow. Our war is 
not upon Methodists, but upon their Episcopacy. W& 
love our Methodist brethren, because they love our com^ 
mon Lord, and have exhibited a zeal in his cause, wor- 
thy of all praise; but we repudiate their Episcopacy, 
because it is, in our honest judgment, of the earth, 
earthy — it deprives a Bible constituency of their religi- 
ous rights — and is in direct contravention to the genius 
of our free institutions, so far as it can mould the char- 
acter and habitudes of its votaries in this respect. In 
the hands of corrupt men, (and who shall undertake to 
say that such men may never wear its mitre?) it may 
stain American, as it has already crimsoned European 
history with crimes of the deepest dye. We fight the 
principle which concedes such power to any men. We 
claim for our ascended Lord, the supreme legislative 
power over his Church; and we claim for that Church 
the authority to expound and apply his already enacted 
law, to all possible circumstances and conditions, times 
and places. 

In the Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
section first, it is affirmed that, as Mr. Wesley " pre* 
fered the Episcopal mode of Church government to any 
other, he solemnly set apart, by the imposition of his 
hands and prayer, one of them, viz: Thomas Coke, doc- 
tor of civil law, late of Jesus College, University of Ox- 
ford, and a presbyter of the Church of England, for the 
Episcopal office; and having delivered to him letters of 
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Episcopal orders, commissioned and directed him to set 
apart Francis Asbury, then general assistant of the Me- 
thodist Society in America, for the same Episcopal office; 
ho the said Francis Asbury being first ordained deacon 
and elder." Now, it may seem to be a most unwarrant- 
able assumption on our part to question a declaration 
80 solemnly set forth in the first page of this little vol- 
ume, containing " The Doctrines and Discipline of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church." But as the word of a 
bishop or clergyman is not per se, infallible — as they are 
liable to be mistaken as well as other men — we propose 
subjecting this statement to the crucible, to see whether 
it will come forth as " gold tried in the fire." 

In the letter of ordination, which Mr. Wesley fur- 
nished to Dr. Coke, there is not the most distant allu- 
sion to the office of bishop. We have before us a printed 
copy of this document — declared by Mr. Drew, in his 
life of Dr. Coke, to be a " faithful copy, transcribed from 
the original, vi Mr, Weslcifs ovm hand wrUingj preserved 
among the papers of the late Dr. Coke." The clause ia 
this letter which defines the office to which Dr. Coke 
was set apart, reads as follows: "And therefore, under 
the protection of Almighty God, and with a single eye 
to his glory, I have this day set apart as a superintendent^ 
by the imposition of my hands and prayers [being as- 
sisted by other ordained ministers] Thomas Coke, doc- 
tor of civil law, a presbyter of the Church of England, 
and a man whom I judge to be well qualified for that 
great work." The letter is dated " this second day of 
September, in the year of our Lord one thousand seven 
hundred and eighty-four," and signed John Wesley. 
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Why it 18 that this " letter of ordination '' ha« never 
been printed with the minutes of conference, or inserted 
in the Discipline, is left to the conjecture of the reader. 
And yet it is the very document on which the bold de- 
clarations are made, that Mr. Wesley " preferred the 
Episcopal mode of Church government" — that he set 
apart Dr. Coke to " the Episcopal office " — and that he 
" commissioned him to set apart Francis Asbury , , , . 
for the same Episcopal office." Or if there is any other 
authority, it has never been produced, though challeng- 
ed time and again. 

In 1791, that is, six or seven years after he was or- 
dained by Mr. Wesley, Dr. Coke addressed a letter to 
Bishop White, of the Protestant Episcopal Church, of- 
fering in behalf of himself and Mr. Wesley, to use their 
*' influence to the utmost," which " was not small," to 
transfer " above 60,000 adults in " the ** society in these 
States; and about 250 travelling ministers and preach- 
ers; besides a great number of local preachers, very far 
excelling the number of travelling preachers," together 
with the ** congregations in these States amounting to 
750,000," provided Bishop White will consecrate him, 
Dr. Coke, bishop. Now, why was tliis overture made, 
if he had already been " set apart by the imposition of 
bands and prayers " " to the Episcopal office?" Failing 
in this overture. Dr. Coke made a similar application to 
the Lord Bishop of London, about eight years after- 
wards, declaring that " our numerous societies in Ame- 
rica would have been a regular Presbyterian Church, if 
Mr. Wesley and myself had not taken the steps which 
we judged it necessary to adopt." But " his Lordship " 
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would not " impart the Holy Ghost " to the doctor, and 
there, so far as we know, the matter ended.'*' 

But we have evidence direct and emphatic — such as 
it would be madness in any sane man to contest — that 
Mr. Wesley never dreamed while he was setting apart 
Dr. Coke to the office of superintendent, that that cere- 
mony would ever be metamorphosed into an '' episcopal 
tfn/imi/i^vit,** as the Discipline affirms. Let the reader 
distinotlv observe, that Dr. Coke's "ordination letter " 
bears date September 2d, a. d. 1784. Four years after 
this, as the reader will see from the date, Mr. Wesley 
addressed the following letter to Francis Asbury, whom, 
tlH> Discipline declares he (Wesley) deputed Dr. Coke 
to ordain to the " Episcopal Office." 

"LoxDox, Sept. 20th, 1T88. 

Tliere is, indeed, a wide difference between the rela- 
tion wlierein you stand to the Americans, and the rela^ 
tion wherein I stand to ail the Methodists. You are the 
elder brother of the American Methodists; I am, under 
God, the father of tlic whole family. Therefore, I natu- 
rally- care for you all, in a manner no other person can 
do. Therefore, I, in a measure, provide for 3'ou all; for 
the supplies which Dr. Coke provides for you, he cuuld 
not provide were it not for me — were it not that I not 
only permit him to collect, but support him in so doing. 

But iu one point, my dear brother, I am a little afraid 
both the doctor and you differ from me. I study to be 
lUfkf you study to be great \ I creep^ you stnU along; I 
found a school, you a college — nay, and call it after your 
own names! beware! Do not cease to be something! 
Let me be nothing, and Christ be all in all. 

One instance of this your greatness, has given me 
great concern. How can you, how dare 3'ou suffer your- 

* See Appendix B. 
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Belf to be called a bishop? I shudder, I start at the very 
thought. Men may call me a knave, or z,fool, a rascal, a 
scoundrel, and I am content; but they shall never, by my 
consent, call me a bishop! For my sake, for God's sake, 
for Christ's sake, put a full end to this! Let the Pres- 
byterians do what they please, but let the Methodists 
know their calling better. 

Thus, my dear Franky, I have told you all that is in 
my heart, and let this, when I am no more seen, bear 
witness how sincerely 

I am your affectionate friend and brother, 

JOHN WESLEY." 

Now, after these solemn declarations on the part of 
Mr. Wesley, what can we think of the authorities of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, for continuing to publish, 
in every impression of their Discipline, not only that Mr. 
Wesley " preferred the Episcopal form of their Church 
government," but that he absolutely did ordain Dr. 
Coke to the " Episcopal office I" These are historic facts 
' — we simply state them, and leave the reader to make 
his own comments. The tme origin of Episcopacy, as an 
organic element in Methodism, as developed in " Lee's 
History of Methodism," is this; 

"In the course of the year (1T8T) Mr. Asbury re- 
printed the general minutes, but in a different form from 
what they were before. The title of this pamphlet was as 
follows: 

" A Form of Discipline for the Ministers, Preachers, 
and Members of the Methodist Episcopal Church, in 
America; considered and approved at a Conference held 
at Baltimore, in the State of Maryland, on Monday the 
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27th day of December, 1T84, in which the Rev. Thoma» 
Coke, LL.D., and the Rev. Francis Asbnry, presided. 
Arranged under proper heads, and methodized in a 
more acceptable manner." 

''This was the first time that our superintendents 
ever gave themselves the title of bishops* in the minutes; 
They changed the title themselves without the conseni of the 
conference; and at the next conference they asked thq 
preachers if the word bishop might stand in the minutes^ 
seeing it was a scriptural name, and the meaning of the 
word bishop was the same with that of superintendent. 

" Some of the preachers opposed the alteration, and 
wished to retain the former title, but a majority of the 
preachers wished to lot the word bishop remain." — Lee^s 
History of Method ism, page 128. 

The above will account for Mr. Wesley's letter to Mr, 
Asbury, in 1788, the year after the title of bishop was 
assumed instead of superintendent, in which he says, 
" Men may call me a knave, or afool, a rascal, a scoundrel, 
and I am content; but they shall never, by my consent, 
call me a bishop! For my sake, for God's sake, for 
Christ's sake, put a full end to thisl" 

Now, let the reader observe, that the next year after 
Mr. Wesley wrote this letter to Mr. Asbury, the very 
first question and answer on the minutes of Conference 
are the following: 

" Who are the persons that exercise the Episcopal 
office in the Methodist Churoh in Europe and America? 

♦ It is somewhat remarkable that as soon as Mr. "Wesley's name 
is left out of the minutes, the term bishop was introduced intQ 
them. 
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"Ans. John Wesley, Thomas Coke, Francis Asbury." 
It is fair to presume that Mr. Asbury had Mr. Wes- 
ley's letter at the time he and Dr. Coke were presiding 
at the Conference of 1789; far in his Journal, vol. ii. p. 
45, we find the following entry: 

''1T89.— South Carolina, March 15th. We reached 
the city, having rode two hundred miles in about five 
days and two hours. Here I received a bitter piU from 
one of my greatest friends." We suppose this **hitter 
fiW^ was the above letter. Now what right had Messrs. 
Coke and Asbury and the American Conference to con* 
Beet the name of John Wesley with a title against which 
he had protested in such unmeasured terms — a title, ra- 
ther than wear which, he would choose to be called 
** a knave, a fool, a rascal, or a scoundrel?" It was 
certainly due the old man, that his name should not 
be mentioned in any such connection. If they were de- 
termined to adopt the Episcopal form of government, it 
was obviously incumbent on Ihem to have taken the re-« 
sponsibility on themselves, and allowed their minutes to 
speak the truth. But instead of this, the letter was 
suppressed, and its contents, so far as they were con- 
cerned, never would have seen the light of day. Nay, 
the first thing done at the Conference next preceding 
the reception of this letter, was, solemnly and before 
God, to publish to the world the name of John Wesley 
as a hishop of the Methodist Church I **His name was 
used," says the Rev. Mr. McCaine, who was thirty years 
an elder in that Church, "to give a degree of sanction 
to their measures, which it was thought would disarm 
rcsiatauce, if any were offered} and by this mQana waa 
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an Episcopal government established; the name of John 
Wesley being offered as a passport to all the contem- 
plated ecclesiastical honors." 

Now, let us appl}^ the foregoing facts to our argu- 
ment. The "Discipline" alleges that Mr. Wesley "pre* 
fcrred the Episcopal form of government/' — ^Mr. Wesley 
solemnly protests that he had rather be called "a 
hiarCj a /tW, a rascal, or a scoundrel," than to be called 
bishop! The "Discipline'' declares that he ordained Dr, 
Coke to the ^'Episcopal offid^ — neither the word Episeo- 
pal nor bishop occurs in the ordination letter. The "Dis- 
cipline" avers that he commissioned Dr. Coke to ordain 
Francis Asbury to the "same Episcopal oflSce" — four 
years after the date of said letter of ordination, be 
(Wesley) writes to Mr. Asbury, "For my sake, for 
God's sake, for Christ's sake, put a full end to this"— 
["suffering yourself to be called a bishop *^'\ The "Dis- 
cipline" affirms that the Episcopal mode of government 
was adopted in 1T84, the year on which it is assumed Dr, 
Coke appeared in America with letters of Episcopal au- 
thority from Mr. Wesley — and yet seven years after 
this, to-wit, in 1191, Dr. Coke applied to Bishop White 
for ordination to that office; and in 1*199, he made a si- 
milar application to the Lord Bishop of London — that is 
he made two unsuccessful efforts to be ordained to the 
oflSce of bishop, after both the "Discipline" and the 
Minutes of Conference solemnly declare, that he was a 
bishop I What a pity the holy link in the succession 
could not have been supplied I What an awful disaster, 
that in attempting to stretch it across the ocean, tho 
wystic chain snapped asunder! 
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Suppose we place two or three of these documents in 
juxtaposition, and see how beautifully they will har- 
monzie: 

Look at this: And then at this: 

Dixxplinej pages 1-2. Extract from Mr. Wesley's let- 

*'A8 he (Mr. Wesley) preferred ter to Mr. Asbury, dated 

the JEpiscopdl mode of Church ''London, Sept 20, 1788. 

government to any other, he so- ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ One instance of this 

lemnly set apart, by the imposi- your greatness gives me great 

tlon of his hands and prayers, concern. How can you, how dare 

one of them, viz: Thomas Coke, you suffer yourself to be called 

doctor of civil law, late of Jesus bithcpf 1 shudder, I start at the 

College, in the University of very thought. Men may call me a 

Oxford, and a Presbyter of the knavcy or a foolf a rascal, a scoun" 

Church of England, for the Epis- drd, and I am content; but they 

copal oflSce; and having delivered shall never, by my consent, call 

to him letters of Episcopal orders, me a bishop! For my sake, for 

commissioned and durected him God's sake, for Christ's sake, put 

to set apart Francis Asbubt, a full end to this. * * * * 

then general assistant of the Me- I am your affectionate friend 

thodist Society in America, for and brother, 

the same Episcopal office," etc. JOHN WESLEY." 

Minutes of Conference for 
1789. 

^Wbo are the persons that 
exercise the EpiscopciL office in the 
Methodist Church ia Europe and 
America? 

"Ans. John Wesley, Thomas 
Ooke, Francis Asbury." 

But if we should be considered uncharitable in doubt- • 
ing the authority of a fact which constitutes the foun- 
dation atone of the Methodist polity — if the members of 
that communion should feel " grieved and insulted" as 
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some political editors say, that wc should not exercise 
implicit faith m declarations solemnly made by the au- 
thorities of that Church just as often as there are im- 
pressions in the "Discipline" now extant — we beg to 
summon to our rescue a man whom they will hear — 
the late Bishop Bascom. In Dr. Bond*s Economy of Me- 
thodism, he quotes Dr. Bascom as saying, "But Mr. 
Wesley seems not to have contemplated an Episcopacy 
in anj' shape. It is, to be sure, asserted in the preface 
to our Book of Discipline; but the oldest preachers in 
the United States, with whom I have conversed and 
corresponded on this subject, never saw the warrant. It 
has been called for hj friends and foes for thirty years, 
but it is not yet fofthcoming. If such warrant exists, 

why is it that we ran learn nothing of it? But 

until such warrant or document from Mr. Wesley be 
procured, 7, as an individual, must of necessity, continue to 
doubt the historical probity of the Preface of our Book of 
Discipline, in relation to this particular." — Economy of 
Methodism, p. IH. 

AVe claim, then, that Bishop Bascom shall share equal- 
ly with us the odium of this incredulity. If a Baptist 
editor commits an unpardonable offence in "doubting 
the historical probity of the Preface of our Book of Dis- 
cipline," it is not a little consoling to him to know that 
a Methodist bishop — the eloquent Bascom — is equally 
condemned with him to endure the bitter penalty of 
that terrible offence. 

And here we must pause in this argument, for the 
purpose of paying our respects to Brother HamilPs third 
latter^ 
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And first, the reader will observe a most beautiful 
congruity between the caption of his article, " Method- 
iBm, like its Creed — peace and good will to man," and 
the passage of Scripture he has chosen for a motto-— 
*' Presumptuous are they, self-willed, they are not afraid 
to speak evil of dignities." The amiable spirit — the 
" peace and good will to man" of Methodism, consists, 
then, in denouncing those who question the right of 
bishops and clergy to legislate for the Churches, as 
" presumptuous, self-willed — not afraid to speak evil of 
dignities." That is to say, if any person sees proper to 
suggest that it would be more in accordance with the 
genius of our free institutions, for the governed to have 
some voice in the government — that power, whether 
civil or ecclesiastical, in the hands of an exclusive class 
of men, irresponsible to any other pQ,wer for its exer- 
cise, naturally tends to accumulation and corruption — 
he must be classed with those to whom Peter refers in 
this passage, to wit: "Those who walk after the flesh 
in the lust of unclcanness, and denpise government." 
Of course, Brother Hamill designs this application of 
the passage, or he would not prefix it to his article. 

Our brother seems to be a little out of temper. We 
said in our former article, that we should rule out every 
thing foreign in this^discussion. He understands us as 
meaning that we would mutilate his manuscripts to 
Boit our views of relevancy. Not so fast, Bro. Hamill. 
We simply meant that, according to the common rules 
of debate, you had no moral right to introduce foreign 
matters; and that if you did, it was not incumbent on 
us to leave the main question under discussion, and fol- 
low all your aberrations from the point or points at is- 
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sue between us. Your restivene^s on this subject funiisbeit 
an impressive illustration of the fact, that Methodist 
clergymen brook no sort of control when engaged with 
an alien, or, as your motto suggests, " the presumptu- 
ous and self-willed." Go on, brother. Whatever yoti 
write, whether it be on that horrible practice of " close 
communion," or the " Munster insurrectionists," or, if 
you should choose to give us your views of" Momionism" 
as brother Ferguson has done (see last paper), we will 
print it all, without the " displacement of a singe word." 
All we have to say is, that toe do not exactly see iheperiir 
nancy of such topics to the subject we are discussing. 

You charge us with endorsing the following odious 
articles from the * Watchman:' "Methodist Episcopa- 
cy is a foe to human rights:" the very point we are dis- 
cussing, Brother; Hamill. How could we take the ground 
that Methodist Episcopacy is anti-Republican, without 
regarding it as a "foe to human rights?" Further, 
that " it exerts a paralyzing influence over freedom 
of thought" — if suspension and expulsion from your 
Church for discussing " the mutual rights of ministers 
and members paralyzes freedom of thought," we humbly 
submit that wc have ptoved this beyond the possibility 
of a cavil. " It has imposed articles of faith upon the 
people, without their consent." Yes, sir, it has. Where 
and when have the local ministers and private members 
of your Church, individually or collectively, in their own 
persons or by representatives, delegated the right to 
your bishops and travelling preachers, to " impose ar- 
ticles of faith" upon them? If such right ever has been 
• conceded, it can be proved. " Methodists degrade them- 
selves by submission to bishops, in regard to Church 
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property, more than Roman Catholics/' The famons 
auit brought by the bishops of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, to recover their proportion of funds in 
the " Book Concern," was decided by our civil authori- 
ties on the ground, that the property of the Church ves- 
ted in its bishops and clergy; whereas Catholic congre- 
gations have contested this very point before the same 
tribunal with success. This we will either prove or 
retract. " Our bishops control our public moneys and 
buildings." The writer in the Watchman asks and an- 
swers thus: " Who holds the deeds for every inch of 
ground, and every Episcopal Methodist Church in the 
land? Tht Conference alias the bishops,'^ Will Brother 
Hamill deny this? If so, the proof is at hand to any 
amount. Finally, the bishops '* can control the suffrages 
of our members," &c. This is not stated as a fact, but 
as a proposition to be argued from facts. And whether 
the writer proved it or not, is left to the judgment of 
the reader. Brother Hamill is the last man on earth 
who ought to charge us with " twisting in and twisting 
out." 

After we had extended to Brother Hamill all the cour- 
tesy he asked — allowing him, nay welcoming him, to 
the imrestricted use of our columns, a privilege that 
we still accord to him — and in all our allusions to him, 
using terms of the utmost respect — we say, after all 
this, judge of our surprise at the following declaration: 
" Of what fou allege against Methodism, I must deHher- 
atdy say to 3/dit^they are all and each of the/in utterly 
FALSE. For pro(3)vpee my first article, which you have 
barely deigned to nptice." We had hoped, Bro. Hamill, 
that you were ^ storjinger to Grub-street vernacular — 
11 
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that your Bro. Fergnson, had monopolized that depart' 
ment "of our Episcopacy." What tee have alleged 
against Methodism is "utterly false!" — ^is it? Let ns 
Bee. We have said that the Annual and Quadrennial 
Conferences of the Methodist Episcopal Church are 
composed ex officio, of the bishops and travelling cler- 
gy; that neither local preachers nor private members 
have any voice in their deliberations; that the basis of 
representation in the General Conference is not the nu- 
merical strength of the membership of the Churches, but 
of the travelling preachers j*^ that this distinct feature of 
Methodism is never to be changed, since the " fathers of 
the Church have taken the pains to throw around it the 
sanctity of an irrevocable decree ;" that in neither the 
legislative, executive or judicial departments of govern- 
ment in your Church, have the laity any representative; 
the Methodist Episcopacy deprives the membership of 
the Methodist Church of the right to choose their own 
pastors — a right as dear to the " Lord's freed men" as 
any other he has conferred ; that Mr. Wesley, the father 
of Methodism, after spending a portion of his time among 
our Colonies, before the Revolutionary War, and acquir- 
ing a commanding influence among them, on account of 
his talents and piety, threw the whole weight of that 
influenee against our struggle for national independence, 
and declared on the part of himself and friends, many 
years after the war was ended^ — " We are no Republi- 
cans, and never intend to be;" that ^several of his 
preachers had to flee the country during that war, on 
account of their Tory principles, and that Mr. Asbury, 
the first Methodist bishop ordained in America, had to 
conceal himself from the popular fury for the same rea- 
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son; that large numbers of official and private members 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church were suspended and 
expelled for promoting a movement in that Church, to 
incorporate into its polity the great REPRESENTA- 
TIVE idea of our civil government; that a respectful 
petition was presented to the General Conference, in 
1824, praying " that the government of the Church might 
be made representative, and more in accordance with the 
mutual rights of the ministers and the people," and that 
the petition was met by tbe stern rebuke of the bishops. 
*^ Pardon us if we know no stbch rights, if we comprehend no 
such privileges^' we say these are substantially the points 
we had '* alleged against Methodism," up to the time 
Brother Hamill wrote his present article. ARE THEY 
" UTTERLY FALSE?" But perhaps we have mistaken 
the punctuation of our brother; perhaps he designs the 
charge to refer only to the article from the " Watch- 
man." If so, the reader can judge, after reading both 
articles, how far the writer of that article has been con- 
victed of falsehood. 

We are not defending Brother Graves — he is able to 
do that himself — ^but discussing Methodist Episcopacy. 
We must, therefore, wait until our brother returns from 
chasing the " great iron wheel." 

We said that ecclesiastical power had been invoked 
by secular princes, to establish and perpetuate their 
thrones — as well as to carry out some of their basest 
purposes — and lol Brother Hamill asks, "Did Nebu- 
chadnezzer, Alexander, Tiberius, the Sultan, &c. &c. 
&c., owe their thrones to — American Methodism? Not 
at all. True, we used to hear a long metre hymn in 
onr boyish days, one stanza of which ran thus: 
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" The world, the Calvinifite. and Paine, 
May hate the Methodists in Tain; 
Their doctrines shall be downward hnrled, 
The Methodida vOl take (he world," 

But we never dreamed that Methodism reached quite 
80 far back into antiquity as Nebuchadnezzer. Tme, 
we were aware that that renowned king became quite 
orthodox once, and because some of his subjects chose 
to worship God contrary to the royal " ritual," " know- 
ing no such right, and comprehending no such privi- 
lege," he dealt with them after the true spirit of Epis- 
copacy, as exhibited in the Romish and English Churches. 
Perhaps it was some such association^ of ideas as this 
that brought up the image of this Babylonish monarch 
to our brother's fruitful imagination. 

The difference between John Wesley and Robert 
Hall, was this: Mr. Wesley sent out " superintendents," 
and Missionaries inimical to our cause, and visited in 
person our Colonies, and then used the influence thus ob- 
tained, against our struggle with Great Britain for inde- 
pendence. Robert Hall never did this. His political 
tracts show what his sympathies were. But Mr. Wes- 
ley "judged it best that" we " should stand fast in that 
liberty wherewith God had so strangely set us free!" 
Very " nobly spoken" indeed I " God has made them 
free," despite Mr. Wesley's efforts to the contrary. And 
then it was "50 strangely'^ donel If the good old man 
could only have " known the rights and comprehended 
the privileges " for which we were contending, perhaps 
it would not have been so strange after all.* 

* See Appendix A. 
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But then the Methodists presented a congratulatory 
address to Qcneral Washington, on his accession to the ' 
Presidency. This was quite patriotic; but not more 
so than similar addresses from other religious bodiea, 
two of whom were before them, if Jared Sparks is right 
in the arrangement of the Washington papers. But if 
our brother dwells with so much rapture upon the Gen« 
eraPs response to this address, in which he " implored 
the divine benediction on " their " religious communi- 
ty," into what ecstacies would it have thrown him, if 
he had read in that response the following: — "While I 
recollect with satisfaction that the religious society of 
which you are members, have been, throughout Ameri- 
ca, uniformly and almost unanimously, the firm friends 
to civil liberty, and the persevering promoters of our 
glorious Revolution, I cannot hesitate to believe that 
they will be the faithful supporters of a free yet efficient 
general government."* Yet this was in his response to 

* On the accession of General Washington to the Presidency of the 
United States, the various religious denominations of the country, 
in connection with other bodies, presented congratulatory addresses 
to him, to which he uniformly responded in respectful terms. The 
following are his answers, " to the Bishops of the Methodist Episco- 
pal Church in the United States,-' and '' to the General Committee 
representing the United Baptist Churches in Virginia." They are 
extracted from " The Writings qf Wcuhington,^^ vol. xii, pp. 153-155. 

'< 7b the Bishops of the Methodist Episcopal Church 

in the United States.— U&j, 1789, 

" Gentlemen: — ^I return to you individually, and through you to 
your Society collectively in the United States, my thanks fpr the 
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similar " congratulatory " address from the Baptists. 
But we shall make no invidious comparisons. 

The Munster affair of Germany, in the sixteenth cen- 
tury, is also dragged into this discussion. It is done 

demonstrations of affection and the expressions of joy, offered in 
their behalf, on my late appointment. It shall still be my endeavor 
to manifest, by overt acts, the purity of my inclinations for promot- 
ing the happiness of manl^ind, as well as the sincerity of my desires 
to contribute whatever may be in my power towards the preserva- 
tion of the civil and religious liberties of the American people. In 
pursuing this line of conduct, I hope, by the assistance of Divinje 
providence, not altogether to disappoint the confidence which you 
have been pleased to repose in ne. 

** It always affords me satisfaction, when I find a concurrence in 
sentiment and practice between all conscientious men in acknowl- 
edgements of homage to the great Governor of the Universe, and in 
professions of support to a just civil government. After mentioning 
that I trust the people of every denomination, who demean them- 
selves as good citizens, will have occasion to be convinced that I 
shall always strive to prove a faithful and impartial patron of gen- 
uine, vital religion, I must assure you in particular, that I take in 
the kindest part, the promise you make of presenting your prayers 
at the throne of grace for me, and that I likewise implore the Di^ 
vine benediction on yourselves and your religious community. 

GEORGE WASHINGTON." 



" lb the General Oommiitee rqfreserUing the 

United BaptUt Churches in Ftr^'ma— May, 1789. 

" Gentlebien: — I request you will accept my best acknowledge^ 
ments for your congratulation on my appointment to the first office 
in the nation. The kind manner in which you mention my past 
conduct equally claims the expression of gratitude. 

" After we had, by the smiles of heaven on our exertions, obtain- 
ed the object for which we contended, I retired, at the conclusion of 
the war, with an idea that my country could have no further ocQSk 
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with many palliations and qualifications — ^but still it is 
done. We intend to notice this at a proper time; but 
as it is not vitally connected with Methodist Episco- 
pacy, we dismiss it for the proseit.* 

BtoQ for my services, and with the intentiofn of never again entering 
into public life; but, when the exigencies of my country seemed to 
require me once more to engage in public affairs, an honest convic- 
tion of my duty superseded my former resolution, and became my 
Apology for deviating from the happy plan which I had adopted. 

*' If I could have entertained the slightest apprehension, that the 
constitution formed in the convention, where I had the honor to 
preside, might possibly endanger the religious rights of any ecclesi- 
astical society, certainly I would never have placed my signature 
to it; and if I could now conceive that the general government 
might ever be so administered as to render the liberty of conscience 
insecure, I beg you will be persuaded, that no one would be more 
jealous than myself to establish effectual barriers against the hor- 
rors of spiritual tyranny, and every species of religious persecution. 
For you doubtless remember, that I have often expressed my senti-, 
ments, that every man, conducting himself as a good citizen, and 
being accountable to God alone, for his religious opinions, ought to 
be protected in worshiping the Deity according to the dictates of 
his own conscience. 

" While I recollect with satisfaction, that the religious society of 
which you are members, have been, throughout America, uniformly 
and almost unanimously the firm friends to civil liberty, and the 
persevering promoters of our glorious revolution, I cannot hesitate 
to believe, that they will be the faithful supporters of a free, yet 
efficient general government. Under this pleasing expectation, I 
rejoice to assure them, that they may rely on my best wishes and 
endeavors to advance their prosperity. 

" In the meantime be assured, gentlemen, that I entertain a pro- 
per sense of your fervent supplications to God for my temporal and 
eternal happiness. 

GEORGE WASHINGTON^" 

• See Appendix CJ^ 
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As Brother Hamill persists in confounding Methodist 
with Bible Episcopac^Wy we shall devote an article to 
that subject at an early day. We must correct an ei^ 
roneous impression oi^our brother's mind, in regard to 
a question or two wo;fi,sked: " In the Methodist polity, 
does the Holy Ghost or the bishops appoint the over- 
seers? Or are bishop and Holy Ghost identical terms?'' 
" Ah," exclaims our brother, " that was the unkindest 
cut of alll" Now, God forbid that we should speak un- 
kindly of any one, more especially of a New Testament 
bishop. We reverence such a man, wherever we see 
him. Paul has described him in his Epistles to Timothy 
and Titus — portions of holy writ which have been the 
themes for ordination services among most Protestants, 
time out of mind. Such a minister we honor, no matter 
to what denomination he belongs. But when even a 
good man thrusts himself, or permit others to thrust 
him into a position not of God's bidding; when man 
shall attempt to create a " dignitary " in the Church of 
Christ, higher in authority than either the Church or 
those whom the " Holy Ghost has made hishops;^^ who 
assumes the prerogative " to change, receive and sus- 
pend preachers as necessity may require, and as the 
Discipline directs; to fix the appointments of the preach- 
ers for the several circuits; to oversee the spiritual and 
TEMPORAL business of the Church; to hear and decide ap- 
peals of the quarterly meeting Conferences, on questions 
of law; to choose the presiding elders, to fix their sta- 
tions, and to change them when he judges it necessary," 
&c., &c. ; we say, when such a dignitary is obtruded into 
the sacred precincts of Zion-— ** lording it over God's 
clergy" (for that is the signification of kleros in Greek, 
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and so old Wickliffe translated it) — it is not ^^unMn^ 
in us to rebuke the intruder, even if we should use the 
stern language of VirgiPs priest, 

*' Procul hind procul este, profani, 
* * * Totoque absistite luco!" 

Is it not true that the bishops of the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church appoint the " overseers" in that Church? 
Is it not true that in the New Testament economy, Paul 
affirms that the Holy Ghost appoints these "overseers?" 
And when man assumes the prerogatives of that Spirit, 
. the inquiry is pertinent, whether such authority is iden- 
tical with that of the Holy Ghost. 

As Brother Hamill still maintains that there are but 
two orders of clergy in his Church, we quote two others 
of his Church authorities on that subject. Drs. Emory 
and Bangs, in " Buck's Theological Dictionary," say — 
"THREE ORDERS of ministers ARE recognized, and 
the duties peculiar to each are clearly defined." We 
suppose these eminent doctors, when writing an article 
for a standard work, which was intended to give a 
faithful account of what Methodism is, would not be 
likely to have mistaken tvw for three. 

But now " comes the tug of war." Brother Hamill 
gays — " It now becomes my painful duty to correct a 
whole series of the most palpable misrepresentation of facts 
I have ever known made by an educated and respecta- 
ble minister." And then, after convicting us to his own 
entire satisfaction^ concludes by making the following 
Very modest and delicate demand: "I now formally de- 
mmd (1) of you" (Episcopal to the corel) " as an hon- 
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est man, a solemn and wnqualiJUd retraction of your glar^ 
ing errors in the points specified 1" 

On reading this, we really felt our humble self in the 
predicament of an old poet: 

*'To lauffk were want of goodness and of grace; 
And to be gravej exceeds all power of face." 

The "points" we suggested are these: That in the 
English Church, the powers of government are in the 
hands of the clergy; that the power of ordination is 
vested in the hands of its bishops; that the right of 
supplying the Churches with pastors, was in the same 
hands; that in her ecclesiastical councils (chapters 
they are called) the laity are not represented; that the 
revenues of the Church, collected from the people, pass 
beyond their constitutional control into the hands of its 
rulers ; and that the right of suffrage is . denied to its 
private members. All these, with a single exception, 
as they relate to the Church of England, are ^*palpdble 
misrepresentations of factsV* Then the converse of each 
one of them, except one, is truel Let us see how they 
will sound. In the Church of England, the powers of 
government are not in the hands of the clergy, t. e. it 
is not Episcopacy, since Episcopacy means, according 
to Webster, (pardon us, brother, for introducing Web- 
ster again, if you please, as it is a prevailing opinion 
that he is competent to define a common English word,) 
"the government of the Church by bishops or prelates." 
That the right of supplying the Churches with pastors 
is No^in Episcopal hands — then the Churches have a 
ri^ht to choose their own pastors I True, the Crown, 
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the lords of the manor throughout the realm, ecclesias* 
tical corporations, dignitaries, and college Churches, as 
by constitutional law, officially connected with "the 
Church,'' have the right to nominate persons to the va- 
rious benefices within their several jurisdictions ; but 
the confirmation of these nominations is in the hands of 
the bishops. So we understand the following, from the 
Encyclopaedia of Religious Knowledge, Art. Episcopacy. 
"The jurisdiction of a bishop, in England, consists in 
collating to benefices" (presenting to benefices), " grant- 
ing institutions on the presentations op other patrons; 
commanding induction ; taking care of the profits of va- 
cant benefices for the use of the successors," &c. 

Now, if we can understand the language of Episco- 
pacy (though no very great adept in the " speech of 
Ashdod"), the above clearly shows, that an appointment 
id a benefice by "other patrons" must be confirmed by 
a bishop before the appointee can legally enter upon 
his office. And moreover, the point we were seeking to 
establish was, that the Churches, as such, in the estab- 
lishment, had no fight to choose their pastors. It would 
seem that it was impossible for our brother to have 
mistaken our meaning. But to proceed with the "points 
specified." In the ecclesiastical councils of the English 
Church the laity are represented! That is. Episcopacy, 
is not Episcopacy I "A dean and chapter," says Buck, "are 
the bishop's council, to assist him in the affairs of reli- 
gion;" — a "dean presides over at least ten canons or 
prebendaries;" a chapter is "a community of ecclesi- 
astics belonging to a Cathedral or college Church." 
The revenues of the Church, collected from the people, 
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do NOT pass beyond their constitutional control, notwitb- 
fitanding, Mr. NocPs averment that all "persons holding 
titheablc property must contribute to {he maintenance 
of the clergy, whether they approve of the contribution 
or not" — Methodists, Baptists, all non-conformists — ^they 
all have the "control" of their funds, after the payment 
is "enforced by process of law!" And finally, that the 
right of suffrage is not denied to its private members! 
Then they can act with the "council to assist him (the 
bishop )in the affairs of religion," by their chosen repre- 
sentatives, at least I All this we are asked to do! to 
reverse our original propositions ! I 

Now, we did not take it upon ourselves to inform our 
readers that the Church of England was established by 
law, and that the crown, by consequence, was the high- 
est recognized oflScer — the head — of that Church. We 
really thought we might take it for granted that this 
Iras known by men of common intelligence. In the 
days of King Henry VIII, the right of appointing the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, the highest ecclesiastic in 
the realm, belonged to the crown. But when Elizabeth 
came to the throne, because the Scriptures declared 
that a woman was not permitted to speak in the Church, 
this prerogative was waved by the Queen, and the ap- 
pointment of that dignitary, ever since, we believe, has 
devolved upon the "chapter." 

Must we say to Brother Hamill, that the constitution- 
al officers of the Church of England, whether they be 
king, queen, lords, noblemen, or patrons, are not pri- 
vate members? If the laws of the realm invest them 
with a portion of Episcopal authority, whether they are 
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preachers or not, are they not part and parcel of that 
Episcoji^cy? Is not the Crown the great embodiment 
of this Episcopacy — the head of the Church — defender 
of the faith? Are official members of Churches to be 
regarded ^' private members, simply because they do 
not preach? 

Sincerely do we thank Bro. Hamill for his quotations 
from Mr. Noel. The reader has in these extracts a 
pretty fair portraiture of the corruptions and tendencies 
o^Episcopacy. What Episcopacy in England now is, 
Episcopacy in America may be hereafter. Read these 
extracts from Mr. Noel again, and then say what are 
we to expect from the daughter, when the mother prac- 
tices such abominations as these? There may be " lay 
management to the fullest extent" if the constitutional 
officers of the Church are laymen; but we submit, there 
ig not much lay representation in that management. 

Shall we make an '* unqualified retraction" of these 
" glaring errors," Brother Hamill? We should like To 
do so f>n several accounts. First, we should like to 
please you in such an affair. We do not like to dis- 
obey clerical " demands." Secondly, if we could do so, 
it would wonderfully strengthen our argument in regard 
to the anti-Republican nature and tendencies of Method- 
ist Episcopacy. For the sake of strengthening this ar- 
gument, we could wish— sincerely wish — that you could 
prove that we were roistaken in every one of these 
points. In that case you would succeed in proving 
what? Why that an Established Church in a Monarchi- 
cal Government, is more Democratic in its structure 
than the Methodist Episcopal Church of the free Com- 
monwealth of the United States I Shall we " retract" 
12 
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and leave your Church "alone in its glory?'' No; we 
cannot do so, until we have some better eyidoace that 
we are mistaken, than has yet been fu^iished. 

The sum and substance of all these edttracts from^Mr. 
Noel, may be stated in a few wgrds. Thm Episcopal 
authority in the English Church, whether in the hands 
of the Crown, lords, noblemen, prelates, or what not, as 
its constitutional oflBcers, is corrupt and corrupting — 
as it is not amenable to the people, no check can be in- 
terposed upon its abominations — its piety is a libel 
upon the Christian name — and therefore, although 
holding a high position among its dignitaries, he with- 
drew from it, and connected himself with the Baptists, 
and was soon followed by several hundred members of 
his former charge. 

As we are not arguing the congruity of the Methodist 
Episcopacy with English monarchy, we leave our frie%d 
^ present as many points of contrast between an Eng- 
lish king and a Methodist bishop, as his imagination 
can supply. ' 

And so you endorse the answer your bishops gave to 
the memorials of -local preachers and private members, 
praying for the right of representation in the law-mak- 
ing councils of your Church — " Pardon us if we know 
no such rights, if we comprebend no such privileges!'' 
Well, we do not wonder that you have struck your usu- 
al caption from your articles, " Methodist Episcopacy 
NOT anti-Republican." How a government, whose con- 
stitutional authorities can answer a petition from its 
citizens asking to be represented in its legislative, exe- 
cutive, and judicial departments, that they " know no 
such rights, that they compreheded no such privileges," 
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can nevertheless be Democratic or Eepublican, would 
puzzle a Jesuit to see. We are not astonished^ there- 
for that Brother Hamill has taken down that sign. 

But our space will not allow us to proceed further. 
We say in conclusion, that the publication of tiiese ar- 
ticles in some one or more of the Methodist jounials, is 
left entirely to the negotiations of Brother HaiQill. 

JiW 7ih, 1855. 
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"^ IL^TTER lY. 

METHCJbiSM, " F.^ AS THE MOON, CLEAR AS 
THE 9iN, TERRIBLE AS AN ARMY WITH 
BANNERS." 

More twisting; Encouraging admissions; Mr. Noel (^^^ernment 
of the English Church by worldly politicians; A queer Parlia- 
mentary Episcopacy; Danger of Methodist Episcopacy being 
controlled by the State as English Episcopacy is; Retraction re- 
fused; Fate of those who would mend our doctrines; Bishop 
Asbury's claim upon the Methodist Book Concern; Challenge 
to publish a Church deed; Freedom of Fpeech again; Parallels 
upon the title of bishop; Dr. Coke's iiyudicious application for 
re-ordination; Father Jesse Mercer's opinion of a MlnistefB' 
Conference; The strange representation of the Southern Bap- 
tist Convention; A Quarterly Conference metamorphosed into 
another Episcopacy; Prerogatives of the laity; Reasoning 
which will determine the funny problem; The Methodist Church 
government resembles our civil government more closely than* 
the Baptist Church government does, proved by several logical 
arguments; Twenty Baptist Ministers in Canada, threw off the 
yoke of close communion; John Bunyan's, Baptist^lpePs, and 
Robert Hall's abhorrence of the same yoMLComi^tiooalism 
of Methodism; A Baptist ezcom Anicated for joining a sister 
Church; Beauties of t\e Republicanism of the Alabama Bap- 
tists, as portrayed 4)y their own historian, Rev. H. Holcombe; 
A gracious privilege rescinded; Anti-RepuMican resolutions 
of sixjj^en BaptistWhurches; A Baptist's opinion of the perse- 
cutiiq^l^irit of the Claiborne Baptist Church; The Alabama 
Bu||iBt State Convention votes that an infernal spirit gets into 
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eve^ Baptist community however small; Paternal chastise 
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ment; Baptist inqmsitorial taxation without representation; The 
penalty; The modus operandi of assessment; Uncommon submis- 
siveness; Boms; If Baptists are not equal to angels, a civil gov- 
ernment, framed after their model of Church government, 
would not do; Anecdote. 

**Oat of thine own month will I judge thee."— LuKi. 

Brother Henderson: 

We are gratified that you "love our Methodist 
brethren, because they love our common Lord, and have 
exhibited a zeal in his cause v^orthy of all praise." A 
good tree biingeth forth good fruit. Hovsr does this de- 
clarajiion square with your " honorably exonerating (of) 
Christ and his Apostles from all agency in the construc- 
tion of Methodism." More twisting, my dear brother. 
Still we accept gratefully the — all praise for zeal in the 
Lord's cause, and leave the twistification in your undis- 
"Hirbed possession. 

^ Admission after admission of the excellence of our 
system, falls almost unconsciously from your lips. Our 
love and zeal for the Lord, so praiseworthy — ** we are 
^as good Democrats and Republicans as any in the land" 
— " the credit of it (our glorious itinerancy] belongs to 
all forms of Church government" — ^you no longer " ar- 
gue the congruity of Methodist Episcopacy with Eng- 
lish monarchy." Really this is encouraging; it fully 
recompenses me for the task of rectifying your opinion 
of our excellent Church government. I continue this 
hopellil work. 

Let Mr. Noel inform you more perfectly of the power 
of English bishops, in confirming the nominations of lay 
patrons to benefices. " II deans and chapters refuse to 
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elect the prime-minister's nominee, each member of the 
cbapter is liable to the intolerable penalties of a 'pror 
munire. No cases of a refusal occur, the patronage of 
a prime-minister carries him through all difficulties." 
p. 181. Hear Queen Elizabeth's threat to the Bishop of 
Ely; "Proud prelate, you know what you were before 
I made you what you are; if you do not immediately 
comply with my request, by God, I will immediately un- 
frock you." Noel, p. 47. Again: you wish to know 
"if the laws of the realm invest them (Queen, Lords^ 
Parliaments, &c.) with a portion of Episcopal authority, 
are they not part and parcel of Episcopacy;" Hal ha I 
Episcopacy, indeed! You are like one who has bad a 
hard fall: objects multiply before your vision. Hear 
Noel once more: "Anglican Churches are placed 
under the ecclesiastical government of worldly politi- 
cians, assembled in Parliament, including Roman Ca- 
tholics and Unitarians." p. 400. How do you like thil 
lay delegation? You answer, " An Established ChurcU 
in England is more Democratic than the Methodist 
Church in the United States." That is to say, an union 
of Church and State is better Democracy than a separa- ^ 
tion of Church and State. Well done. Brother Hender- 
son 1 I did not think you capable of making so anti- 
Eepublican an avowal I We do certainly eschew all 
such Democracy as that. You think " what Episcopacy 
in England now is. Episcopacy in America may be.'' 
Fie! fie! Brother Henderson. Pray do not charge our 
civil government with the design of uniting Churcfr and 
State. 

You ran a parallel between the Methodist Church and 
the Church of England. I sh#^ed you, upon the autho- 
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rity of Mr. Noel, the marked contrast, in specified points, 
between the Churches, and asked of yonr candor a re- 
traction of the comparison. You evade the issue, and 
refuse it. Let the public judge between us. 

You re-assert that " we impose articles of faith upon 
our people without their consent." Now, it is known 
to the world that every cne who joins our Church, vol- 
untarily subscribes to the articles of our faith, which 
cannot be changed by any Church power whatever: be- 
cause they are Bible truths. Does not a candidate for 
membership in your Church do the same thing? If any 
joins iti^ who will be " carried about with every wind of 
doctrine," and 

*•' Who think religien is intended 
For nothing else than to be mended," — Hudibras. 

Tie are soon happily relieved by the first proselyter who 
comes along, and bears away his dupe triumphantly. 

The Methodist Book Concern is not the property of 
the bishops, as you wrongfully state; it is held by the 
entire body of ministers in the several Conferences, for 
specified purposes: first, the dissemination of religious 
literature; and secondly, that the profits of the Concern, 
if any, shall be supplied to the relief of the deficient or 
distressed preachers, and the widows and orphans of 
the holy dead. Bishop Asbury, one of its founders, the 
man who soared so gloriously to the tops of the highest 
mountains, in extreme poverty, to preach the Gospel, 
said, " I am resolved not to claim any property in the 
Book Concern; it shall be sacred to invalid preachers." 
&c. Every solitary contributor to this fund, contributed 
to it with the express understanding that it should be 
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80 used. Is it, then, anti-Republican to obey the voice 
of the people who created it, in carrying out their wish- 
es in this useful and sacred charity? Catholic congre- 
gations have never contested any such point. They 
have no Book Concern at all, that I know of. With re* 
gard to Church buildings, I now call on you to publish 
the deed of any Methodist Church in the land, and let 
the public see for themselves whether your charge is 
true or false. Is it Grab-street vernacular to pronounce 
utterly false, the charge that bishops can control the 
Bnffrages of our members? 1 1 

Your own articles prove our unlimited freedom of 
spedch ; from them we learn that the Methodists have a 
queer way of punishing freedom of speech, by making 
the disaffected, such as McKeiidree and Bascom, bishops! 
The noble ladies whose relatives were expelled, tell us 
themselves, their kindred were " denounced as backsli- 
ders and disturbers of the peace." And your own Bap- 
tist Discipline says, p. 20 — " When a member breaks the 
peace of the Church by janglings arid disputings^ he shall he 
suspended," Your verbose attack upon the mere title of 
our bishops, I summarily dispose of in the following 
parallels: , . 

Look at xras: Then at this: 

** I firmly believe I am a scrip- He solemnly set apart Thomas 

toral EpiscopoSf as much as any Coke, a presbyter of the Church 

man in England."— 7oA» Wesley, of England, for the Episcopal 

" Their father in the Lord may omoe,"— Methodist Discipline, 
be called the bishop or overseer " The way appointed by Christ 

of them all. — Jno,Wesley. — Watts' for the calling of any person to 

Wesley, p. 135. the oflBce of bishop or elder in the 

" A bishop must be blameless." Church." — Baptist Discipline, p. 

Faid, 56. 
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It is objected that Mr. Wesley reproved Mr. Asbury 
for assuming the title of bishop, though he thought him- 
self a Scriptural Episcopos, To the assumption of the 
title, simply, because of its abuse, I allow Mr. Wesley 
was opposed, but not to the thing signified by it. And 
onr American brethren showed a lavdahk independerice of 
<J4V. Wesley, in preferring the scriptural term, bishop, to 
its synonyift, superintendent. Butj^either Mr. Wesley, 
nor*^giJ3a||||fit Disiipline, nor j^ydyneant^b fi^ll thosS' 
whc^H^to be styled bishops '^BBj^mn superinten- 
^enflfeither knaves, fod^ or ras^lB^ishop Asbui^lt 
kindly says, " These unpleasant expr^sijM^of the delfl^ 
old -man, (were) occasioned hf the misrepresentations 
of others." What a tempest did you awake to waft a 
feather I 

Dr. Coke injudiciously, perhaps, would have submit- 
ted to rfe-ordination, just as Timothy allowed Paul to 
circumcise him, not because be would not have been a 
good minister, or bishop without it, but to enlarge his 
, influence. 

Upon the subject of " a Conferenoe Episcopacy " — of 
ministers, heaj^^g fe^ Jeste Mercer, that good||dd 
GgfjiglS 6aptis^^K|i> p. 2^: J' If^j^ mjnilt& 

the St£^^ had at o j|p foKBf^ JSR^isfffr^ 




der ^ftjth 



srjew to maintain the unity of the feith 
in tttChurcMs, and had co-operated in the work of the 
mioip^, all those distracting controversies which 
haiil»9E)roken the peace, and spoiled the beauty of our 
Churches, would have been prevented/' Was this anti- 
Republican? 

Methodism delights in lay delegation, in all matters 
wherein the laity are equally concerned with the minis- 
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try — ^in financial, missionary, and other boards. But 
we guard against such an irregular representation as 
formed the constituents of your last Southern Conven- 
tion, in Montgomery. In that Convention, called South* 
em, and in which, therefore, fourteen States should 
have been nearly equally represented, there were two 
hundred and four delegates; one from Florida, none 
from Texas, &c., and ninety-four of them from Alabama. 
..Now siy^pdfe onr^k^jreaa had t^it> hun^d igjctfour 
delegates, andj^H^^tir of them from YUgf^ one 

«om Floridayf^^Bm)m Texas, &c., would you^H||thiB^ 
iBepreBerftotivtiWuiigress? Vlrow not. * 

You are pleased to term our Quarterly Conference, 
" an Episcopacy." Hal ha I And if the party himself, 
who feels aggrieved, carries his case before it, it is anti- 
Eepublicanl I suppose you know our highest authori- 
ties condemn a reference. Once more allow me to say 
of the judicial and executive power of our laity — without 
the vote of the laity, none can be licensed to preach; 
none can be received into the itinerancy; none can be 
received into the Church. As I myself received 6y vote 
ofi^ Ckurchj fourteen in^ full ^fogpectipn, on the very 

Inr 



aWSoath b^C^our article apftAEd, dnrming #ie 
be^shlp h49Hvoi4^n this mll^. I ad^lso,4li; 
Buffirages of the laity are indispensably ^fecKry C 




ftct, in every one of the thousands of our\ilhur( 
sides their management in all our grand enterpi 

I have now followed you step by step, and ex^^j^ed 
thoroughly and tkirly, the ground of your charge, first, 
against our bishops; secondly, against what you term 
our Conference Episcopacy; and lastly, against your 
newly-invented Quarterly Conference Episcopacy; and 
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I find your accusation of anti-Republicanism, in every 
case utterly groundless. If therefore, you still imagine 
Methodism anti-Eepublican, a similar style of reasoning 
will determine your funny problem, of the distance of a 
kitchen fifteen feet square from the spring — it will prove 
anything. 

I n<5w affirm that the Methodist Church government, 
rissembles more closely our civil government than the 
B^tist Church government. In proof of this, I use the 
€brgtimmtum ad AomiTiem — recognized in logic as a legiti- 
mate argument. I state it thus: Our Federal, and I 
might add, our State government, is Republican. That 
which approximates p|ost closely to it, is most Republi- 
can, ffut the Methodist Church government is more 
nearly after this«aodel, than the Baptist Church govern- 
ment; therefore, the Methodist Church is more Repub- 
lican than the Baptist Church. Now for the proof, that 
the Methodist Church is more perfectly after this Repub- 
lican model. The Methodist Church does not usurp au- 
thority over the conscience of her members, in debarring^ 
tbem frofk holy communion with their orthodox breth- 
ren, at the Lord's table; but the Baptist Church does 
deprive them of this Christian liberty. In this respect, 
American Baptists are ftir behind, perhaps, a majority, 
of tli6ir Englislftbrethren. Those great lights of your 
Chur6h« John Bunyan, Baptist Noel, and Robert Hall, 
abhorlrod the practice of close ^ommnuion; and the last 
named, expressed himself in indignant terms in refer- 
ence to the tyranny of this practice. I know not 
whether your members chafe under this restriction, but 
I do know, that constituted as my mind is, it would be 
impossible for the Methodist ^Episcopacy, and entire 
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Church, to place upon my neck so galling a yoke as 
this — which forbade me to commune with my dearest 
kindred, were they never so pious, if they followed not 
with us. Twenty Baptist ministers in Canada have re- 
cently resolved to submit no longer to this arbitrary 
dominion over their conscience. No power could com- 
pel me to debar from the Lord's table Christians 'whom 
I knew to be living temples of the Holy Ghost, even if 
I thought their baptism utterly defective. If, therefo/e, 
liberty be at all synonymous with Republicanism, wwe 
are certainly in this respect, more Republican than the 
Baptist Church. 

Again: " Each Baptist ChurcK is not subject to the 
cognizance of any synod or council whatever; florhave 
Associations any Church power properly so called, nor 
any jurisdiction over the Churches themselves — to exer- 
cise any censure," &c. Baptist Discipline, p. 58. If 
therefore, our civil government were framed on this 
plan, we would have no. legislature properly so called, 
nor judiciary, nor executive, and hence no government 
at all; our country would be a vai^t chain of broken 
neighborhoods, perfectly denationalized. Butthe con- 
nectionalism of Methodism, binds us together into one 
great harmonious .trhole, with due restrictions upon 
every several part; it is therefore more after the model 
of our civil government. 

Again: Methodism grants an honorable dismissal to 
any member, who desires to withdraw and join a sister 
Church; but the Baptist Church will not allow a mem- 
ber to withdraw and join a sister Church, without the 
censure of excommunication. Baptist Discipline, p. 23. 
Our Republic will allow a citizen to expatriate himself, 
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without censure; but despotic governments will not 
allow this; therefore in this, our Church resembles our 
civil government, and yours the government of despots. 
Again: Your own historian furnishes us with many 
striking instances of what he himself terms anti-Repub- 
lican legislation in the Baptist Churches of Alabama; 
such instances as are unequalled elsewhere in the his- 
tory of the orthodox Churches of our Republic. I quote 
from the "History of Alabama Baptists," by Rev. Hosea 
Holcombe, endorsed by the Alabama Baptist State Con- 
vention, 1 835. He says — " Here we see the separatog 
line drawn ; here we see the large body of the denomi- 
nation in Europe and America, excluded by the minority, 
and comparatively a small one." p. 98. This is con- 
trary to the principle of Democracy, that majorities 
should rule. Of a Church called Bethel, he says: "A re- 
solution was once passed in this Church, that each mem- 
ber should enjoy the liberty of doing as he pleased in 
missionary matters — give or let alone, as he deemed 
right." Gracious privilege, was it not? — to give a mem- 
ber the liberty of using his own money, in sending a 
Baptist ministry to those destitute of the Gospel 1 
Verily, the members should have been thankful for so 
Democratic a grant I But their joy would have been 
short; for he says, " This was found too Bepuhlicanfor the 
preacher f and by his influence it was rescinded." p. 108. 
Again: Afriendy writing to him of the Claiborne Baptist 
Churchf saySf " I need not tell you the foundation of all was 
laid by that cursed anti-missionary spirit which^ while* it cries 
outfreedomj Republicanism^ cC'c, would fetter the consciences 
of those who have been benevolent in their practice; antflhave 
been led to the conclusion, that if the power was byihem posses- 
13 



146 A DISCUSSION ON 

8€df the conscience is not all they would bind; but the body 
would be doomed to endure all the horrors of a dungeon^ if 
they were permitted to escape the lash/' p. 114. This is a 
dear case of anti-Republicanism, You will please take no- 
tice, it is not I, but a Baptist, who prefers this charge. 
Once more: Speaking of the Conecuh River Association, 
p. 246, ho says, " A division has taken place, sixteen 
Churches declaring in favor of the anti-Bepublican, anti- 
Christian and anti-Gospel resolutions P I will not dwell 
longer at present upon the numerous cases of awful tjr- 
tairtiical and anarchical legislation in the Baptist Church- 
es of Alabama^ so deeply deplored by our good Brother 
Holcombe. Your own commendable devotion to the 
missionary cause, tells plainly, that if you " had been in 
the days of your fathers, you would not have been par- 
takers with them;" nevertheless these sad results are 
justly chargeable upon your defective Church govern- 
Baent, which gave scope for such sad legislation; I 
think with Jesse Mercer, that an union of ministers 
like our Conference, for instance, would largely have 
prevented such disorder. 

From the records of your last State Convention in 
Montgomery, published in your own paper. May 31st, I 
fear the same evil still exists in your community. I 
find in the report of the Committee on Education, adopt- 
ed by the Convention, and I suppose, approved by your- 
self — a report presented by your excellent brothei>in- 
law, my old friend, Brother Talliaferro, of Talladega, the 
following language, " God forbid that we should ever 
lift up our voice against the independent or congrega- 
tional* form of government held to by the Baptist 
Church {ym would not oppose Christ and his Apostles), 
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but against their frequent abuse of it, we would lift up 
oqr voice like a trumpet, and tell our people of their 
transgreesions. We would go further, and become ex- 
orcist; for if the Holy Messiah would not assist us 
against a demon so loathsome and filthy (sectional prej 
judice) we would, if Satan would for once depart fr^ * 
his usual policy, form an alliance with him, and it shoujp ^ 
be proclaimed to an astonifihed world, ' Satan had cailit 
out Satan.' This infernal spirit gets into every Bapti^^ 
eommimityf however sfnall, magnifies their territory into tli^J^ 
dignity and importance of an empire^ makes their existence d^.^* 
pend upon the ill success or downfall of every other interest 
promotive of their ownP This is awfully severe; but 
is the language of your late Convention, and I imagine 
I may justly call it yours also. Of the truth of it, you 
yourselves are the best judges. Modesty and charitj| 
forbid me speaking so harshly of the Baptist Church M. 
you have done in the above extract; but I suppose chajk 
tisement from your own household is considered piPP 
nal, and therefore allowable, when a similar castigation 
from a stranger would be warmly resented. 

You have been free to charge us with taxation with- 
out representation, albeit to recommend the support of 
the ministry without threatening Church censure, can- 
not be properly called taxation. The nearest approach 
to taxation proper, and almost without representation, 
I have ever known in any Church in our free country, 
was in the action of your own Ministers' and Deacons' 
Meeting, Tuskegee, April 2Tth. There were present at 
that meeting, fifteen ministers, fifteen deacons, and 
twelve private members. It is fair to assume that these 
fifteen mini&ters represented thirty Churches, each min- , 
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ister representing two Churches. On looking over the 
list of deacons and private members, I find that nearly 
half the deacons, and ten out of twelve of the private 
members, were from theTuskegee Church; so that the 
Remaining twenty-nine Churches were represented, apart 
tjfem the ministers, by about seven or eight deacons and 
O^ut two private members — a very slender representa- 
"■feon, truly. At this meeting, which it would be a mis- 
J^'iftomer to call a representative assembly, the question is 
^^leked, " What should be done with a Church member, 
^Ayjio, having the ability, refuses to give as God has pros- 
•"^^red him, for the support of the gospel?" " Ans. He 
iJRiould be labored with and admonished, and if he per- 
sists in his covetousness, he should be excluded from 
fellowship." In another part of the same minutes, 3 ou 
Refine the passage, " as God has prospered him," thus: 
y^ each member furnishiug the deacon a statement of the 
*^||^^e of his property and income, so as to enable them 
rWnake a pro rata distribution among the members." It 
was by no means improper, in the big-souled Baptists 
of Tuskegee, for such are many of them, to have recom- 
mended liberality; but to demand that statement of the 
value of hoth property and incorrtt of the members, was 
rather too inquisitorial ; and then to threaten exclusion 
against any who refused this inquisitorial taxation, was 
altogether too hasty a measure. Look at the practical 
workings of the rule. Imagine a deacon asking a plant- 
er the value of his lands, negroes and nett proceeds of 
his crop ; requiring a merchant to give a statement of 
his assets, properly classed, as good or doubtful, and 
his liabilities, the probable loss on unsaleable goods, the 
amount of his sales, and the nett gain thereof, all ex- 
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penses being paid. Imagine the deacon inquiring of 

the money-lender, " What amount, Brother , have 

you loaned out on interest?" And if he shaved notes, 
as unfortunately is sometimes the case, the nett profit 
of the transaction? All these particulars — ^for a state- 
ment of the value of ^property and income involves them 
all — given under the threat of exclusion from fellowship, 
and as the mis-called representative assembly ordered 
it. I think, sir, you will find your decree impracticable. 
If, however, your members submit to it, it is their busi- 
ness, not mine. I should, however, be glad to know it; 
for I should then frankly admit that your members bear 
oflF the palm from all Churches for docility and^bmis- 
siveness to the powers that be. Very sure am I, that 
every Methodist Church I have known, would be rather 
refractory under this yoke. 

" wad some power the giftie gie us, 
To see ourselves as others see us, 
It wad frae many a blunder free us, 

And foolish notion." — ^Bubns. 

I think highly of the ability of your people for self- 
government, notwithstanding the numerous defects of 
your Church government. I know they would not wish 
to frame a civil government upon so disjointed a plan. 
If they did, I would .assuredly think them sadly defect- 
ive in law-making slKl; or if the civil government 
framed after this pattern, were found sufficient for their 
wants, I would then regard them as angels, infallible in 
intellect, and immaculate in heart — incapable of misde- 
meanors, and who, therefore, would need no govern- 
ment at afl. But to err is human. 
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With this demonstration of the fact, that the Metho- 
dist Church government is more after the model of our 
civil government than yours, if you think your govern- 
ment better, it will be like the preference of the Irishman, 
who said, " The moon was more useful than the sun, 
for the sun gave light in the day-time, when we did not 
need it, whereas the moon shone when it was dark/> 
For your argument I have given you argument; for 
your railing, my only answer is — silence. I have spo« 
ken in the fear of God, and, I trust, kindly, as I would 
promote, and not retard the success of the gospel in all 
the tribes of God's Israel. 

=# Tour fellow-servant in Christy 

E. J. HAMIUi. 
Jane 21st, 1855. 
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REPLY TO LETTER IV. 

INTERIOR VIEW OF METHODIST EPISCOPACY, 

BY MASTER ARTISTS. 

Advantages of religious controversy; Discrimination between men 
and principles; Absolute clerical power unscriptural and dan- 
gerous; A peep at the inner vail; Back p-ound sketch by Bish- 
op Bascom, and a full portraiture by Bishop Hamline; Mr. 
Hamlinc rewarded with a bishopric; Analysis of the picture; 
Human credulity has some bounds, which clerical demands may 
not pass; APres])y!erian's opinion of the picture; Mr. Hamill's 
fourth letter; Congratulated on the improvement of his tone 
and spirit; The " fair " and " clear " disc of Methodism makes 
John Wesley " start and shudder;" " Twistification;" Natural 
mistake; Dexterous use of Mr. NoeVs armory; Transparent per- 
l^rsion; Articles of faith and discipline imposed upon the laity 
<> without their consent; Hudibras; Another quotation from Hu- 
dibras; " Parallels;" Mr. Wesley in a dilemma; Singular per- 
version of a garbled extract from the Baptist confession of 
faith; Mr. Wesley competent to construe his own act; A digres- 
sion in pursuit of Mr. Hamill; Four fundamental points in Bap- 
tist Church polity; Deacons' meetings, associations and conven- 
tions; A terrible crime against " our free country;" The " dteree 
of an advisory council;^ ^ All forms of government susceptible of 
abuse; Reception and expulsion of members in thcM. £. Church; 
Father Mercer; The '' standards " on sacramental communion; 
The Baptist ground occupied by all denominations; Robert 
HalPs denunciation of the incoDsistency of Pedobaptists in ask- 
ing the Baptists to sacrifice a principle from which the practice 
of each results; Explanation asked. 

*' As certain alio of yoar own poetd have said.*'— Acts xvU: 28. 

Religious controversy, conducted in an elevated tone 
of Christian principle and candor, ever has and ever will 
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be a most prolific source of blessing to the Church and 
to the world. For the time being, it may create an un- 
due and even unpleasant excitement; but the perma- 
nent good it accomplishes, far outweighs its temporary 
evils. So long as truth is held to be dear to its vota- 
ries, so long will its maintenance devolve upon them 
the arduous and often unwelcome task of defending it 
against all the conflicting claims of error. Indeed, truth 
and error must, in their very nature, forever antagonize. 
"I have come," says Christ, " to set fire upon the earth; 
and what will I if it be already kindled?" And again: 
" Every plant which my Heavenly Father hath not plant- 
ed, shall be rooted up." The truth is, God himself pro- 
claimed war against sin and error in the very instant 
of their introduction to this world: " I will put enmity 
between thy seed and her seed." And this war has 
been going on ever since, and will continue until one 
party or the other shall be totally exterminated. I^'wijl 
be a sad day for truth when its friends, out of complais- 
ance to popular opinion, or out of a sickly, sentimental 
catholicity, can quietly see its virgin form hewed in 
pieces, and perverted to purposes alien to its original 
intendment,- and never lift their voices in its defence. 
And when error shall assume the sacred vestments and 
symbols of religion, and come to us habited "as an an- 
gel of light," beseeching us to accept of its protection 
and patronage, it were treason against the throne of 
Omnipotence to yield to its overtures. Then the Chris- 
tian — he who loves God letter than man — ought to grasp 
the sword of the Spirit, and pierce the " stolen livery " 
with as little compunction of conscience, as if it were 
furnished from the wardrobe of perdition. 
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Thas much, then, in regard to religious controversy 
in general. We have already stated, in reference to the 
subject under immediate discussion, that we are con- 
tending with no man or set of men, as such. We are 
fighting a principle, upon which we cannot detect the 
divine signature — a principle which transfers into Epis- 
copal hands the rights and privileges of the Churches of 
Jesus Christ — which reverses the whole governmental 
economy of the kingdom of Christ, by making the Churches 
the servants of the ministerSy instead of the ministers the servants 
of the Churches— Siud which, if unrestricted by other mod- 
ifying agencies, will go on accumulating, until the histo- 
ry of Episcopacy in America will be but too faithful an 
echo of its history in the old world. We challenge any 
man to show a solitary instance in which such unlimi- 
ted, supreme and irresponsible power has been claimed 
by the clergy in any period of ecclesiastical history, 
where it has not ended in corruption, intolerance and 
unrelenting persecution — where it has not ultimately be- 
come the right arm of political tyranny. We care not 
how pious, honest, numerous and formidable, the pres- 
ent friends and apologists of Episcopacy may be in this 
country. It is all the more dangerous for this. We 
proclaim it upon the house-top — we nail the thesis to 
the door of each and every of its adherents, be they 
numbered by thousands, millions or hundreds of millions 
— that the history of Episcopacy, up to the period of its 
establishment in this country, is written in carnage and 
blood. And when such a system of intolerance, bigotry 
and persecution rears its head in this happy land of free- 
dom, religious and political — we care not how its linea- 
ments may be softened by the pencil of artists— we 
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care not with what meekness and discretion its mitre 
may be worn by its present dignitaries — it is an as- 
fiumption of power which God has never delegated even 
to angels. And we proclaim eternal hostility to such 
an unwarrantable assumption of power on the part of 
any set of men, however wise their heads or good their 
hearts. Said an intelligent and well read member of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church to us, not a year ago, 
in urging the importance of there being a variety of 
sects in the world, '*The tendency of ecclesiastical 
power ever has been, and ever will be to corruption." 

We have been, up to this time, attempting to deline- 
ate the exterior of Methodist Episcopacy— occupying 
the attention of the reader with such views of it as 
would naturally strike the attention of the casual ob- 
server. 

We now propose entering within the vail, taking 
with us two artists of established reputation, whose 
names will impart a value to their picture, which will 
not only give it a place in every Methodist parlor, but 
also in the parlor of every well-wisher to Church and 
State. We mean Bishops Bascom and Hamline. The 
first shall sketch the hack-grouTid — the second shall paint 
the portraiture, 

" Art. %th. Where all the power and forms of govern- 
ment are held and managed by a few, who act without 
■delegated right by consent of the people, the authority 
of the rulers is absolute, and the people are disfran- 
chised of all right, in the various relations existing be- 
tween them, as subjects, and those who hold the reins 
of government. Such a government must always lead 
to mental debility, will depress the moral vigor of a 
people, and necessarily abridge tiie liberty of reasoning 
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and investigation. In all governments of this kind, 
right is the creature of fortune, and the slave of caprice. 
Those who live under a government, which denies to 
the people the right of representation, blindly engage 
to submit to the will of others, right or wrong, and 
must continue to do so, or else deprive themselves of 
all the advantages of the community in which they live, 
in order to get rid of its evils. The enactment of all 
laws and rules, therefore, should be with and by the 
consent of the people, and their execution strictly under 
their control." 

No contemptible limner, this Henry B. Bascom. But 
now for the portraiture. We quote from the "Debates 
ia the Gei\eral,jftBS?rence, held in the city of New- York, 
1844,'''J)ager42B-129. 

" Mr. Hamline said — * * * * The class-leader, 
by mere eccentricity, becomes unpopular in his class. 
The pastor at discretion removes him from his oflBce. 
The exhorter or unordained local preacher proves unac- 
ceptable, and a Quarterly Conference refuses to renew 
his license. The itinerant pastor is not useful in his 
charge, and the bishop or the presiding elder deposes 
him from his charge, or from the pastoral office, and 
makes him an assistant. The presiding elder impairs 
his usefulness on a district, not by gross mflZfeasance, 
but by a slight wwfeasance; or oftener still because *he 
is not popular,' and the bishop removes him to a station 
or a circuit, or perhaps makes him an assistant. I 
speak not now of annual appointments, when the term 
of the itinerant expires by limitation, but removals by 
the bishop or the presiding elder in the intervals of con- 
ference, which always imply a deposing from office, as 
well as a stationing act. In all these instances, the 
manner of removing from office is peculiar. First: It is 
summary^ without accusation, trial or formal sentence. 
It is a ministerial, rather than a judicial act. Second: 
It ia for no crime, and generally for no misdemeanor, 
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but for being ' unacceptable.' Third : Most of these re- 
movals from office are by a sole agent, namely, by a 
bishop or preacher, whose will is omnipotent in the 
premises. Fourth: The removing officer is not legally 
obliged to assign any cause for deposing. If he do so, 
it is through courtesy, and not as of right. Fifth : The 
deposed officer has no appeal. If indiscreetly or unne- 
cessarily removed, he must submit; for there is no tri- 
bunal authorized to cure the error, or to rectify the 
wrong. • But we believe that there are good and suffi- 
cient reasons for granting this high power of 'removal 
to those who exercise it. It promotes religion. It 
binds the Church in a strong and almost indissoluble 
unity. It quickens the communication of healing influ- 
ences to the infected and the enfeebIli(||^artB of the body 
ecclesiastical. Iq a word, it is a systei|i(||^||^rp486ing 
energy, and * is worthy of all eulogy.' " 

Mr. Hamline was elevated to the rank of bishop, after 
ma^ig the speech from which we have t^ken the fore- 
going extracts, and at the, very same Conference, So that 
we may regard his exposition of Methodist Episcopacy 
as having been endorsed by the General Conference of 
the United States. 

Now, reader, it becomes us to speak in a serious tone. 
Here is an embodiment of ecclesiastical power, growing 
up under the boughs of the tree of liberty, assuming to 
do what? Look at it sternly in the face. You cannot 
plead that an intervening veil obscures the picture. 
Methodists! look at it I and we have mistaken your al- 
legiance to the King of kings, and Lord of lords, as 
well as your love of liberty, civil and religious, if, after 
steadfastly gazing upon it long enough to comprehend 
its outlines, you do not feel an honest indignation rise 
in your bosoms at such despotic assumptions on the part 
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of your b^ops and clergy. You canflot plead*^BO^:- 
ance of the existence of this unbridled, unlimiteato- 
preraacy of your Episcopacy, for we have dragged it lb 
the light of day, and exposed it to your ^ew. 4s^^°y 
we ask, what do these Rabbis in General Conference as- 
sembled assume? Listen, ye who are djarmed with the 
" Democratic elemenf^ in this system of spiritual despot- 
ism: * 

The class-leader may be removed from his office at 
the discretion of the pastor — the pastor may be removed 
at the discretion of the bishop or presiding elder — ^the lo- 
cal preacher may be suspended at the discretion of the 
Quarterly Conference — the presiding elder may be re- 
moved at the discretion of the bishop^ Now, let it be dis- 
tinctly noted, that in every step of tnis disciplinary^io- 
cess, the very existence of the Church is utterly ignored. It 
is not even recognized as an advisory council. The 
constituencies who have to bear the burdens, and who 
are the parties immediately interested in these offices, 
are not so much as consulted in their removal. But 
then look at the manner in which such removal proceeds. 
" In all these instances," (tpecified above) " the manner 
of removing from office is peculiar. First: It is summary , 

WITHOCT ACCUSATION, TRIAL, OR FORMAL SENTENCE. ScCOUd: 

It is for no crime^ and generally for no misdemeanor^ but 
for being ' unacceptable^ Third: Most of the removals are 
by a sole agent, namely, by a bishopr or preacher, 
WHOSE WILL IS OMNIPOTENT IN THE PREMI- 
SES. Fourth : The removing officer is not legally obliged 
to assign any cause for deposing. If he does so it is through 
courtesy, and not as of right. Fifth : The deposed officer 
has no appeal. If indiscreetly or unnecessarily removed, 
14 
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HB^lpdST SUBMIT, for thtrt is no iribuml mthorized to 
cmAike error or rectify the wrong J^ Let us condense it 
all iBdib a single sentence. The manner of removing 
from i^ffice is summary, without trial or aecttsaiion — is for 
no crimif only for being unacaptahle — mostly by a sole 
agent, a bisho^i. or preacher^ whose toiU is omnipotent in 
the premises, and who is not bound even to give any rea- 
son for his act — and the victim of his tyranny has no ap- 
peal; whether justly or unjustly treated, he must submit 1 
for there is no tribunal io rectify the wrong!! All this was 
.solemnly set forth before the General Conference of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church of the United States, as an 
exposition of Methodism as it is, and the author of it was 
immediately elevat^ to the rank of a bishop. And we 
ar^equired to believe that this ^^ peculiar*^ "system of 
surpassing energy'' is " worthy of all eulogyP^ That it 
beautifully harmonizes with American Democracy! and 
that he who cannot see the " Democratic etefmemL^^ in this 
system, must possess a " judgment overpowered by a 
strange prejudice!" There are some drafts upon hu- 
man credulity that cannot be well honored. Now, in 
regard to the dogma of trarftubstantiation, when a Ca- 
tholic priest gravely assures us that the piece of bread 
he holds in his hand has been transmuted by some 
strange spiritual horns pocus, into the veritable flesh of 
a body that was crucified eighteen hundred years ago, 
oiir eyes, toirth, taste, and smell to the contrary not- 
withstanding, it strikes us that it would be perfectly 
respectful to decline the honor of implicit faith. Or in 
regard to baptismal regeneration; if an Episcopalian 
priest or bishop shoulcj dip his hand in water, And sprin- 
kle a few drops in the face of an unconscious child, and 
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pronounce meanwhile the solemn baptismal formulary, 
and then gravely beseech ns to believe that that child, 
althongh the instant before this ceremony was perform- 
ed, was beyond the covenant of mercy, is now Tegenerat- 
<ed and grafttd into ChrisV^ — without intending the slight- 
est disrespect to his reverence, we would persist in 
saying Non tgo eredulus iili — ^we have not been able to 
see where the Divine being has assigned to a* few drops 
of water an agency which is uuiTormly ascribed to the 
Holy Spirit And when a Methodist Episcopal clergy- 
man entreats us to believe that a governmental economy, 
in which a million and a half of subjects (we take the 
reputed membership of that Church) have no more voice 
in its legislative or administrative polity, than the sub- 
jects of the Czar, except the bare privilege of ^hmission, 
— an economy in which the will of its selpcorfstituted 
rulers " « omnipotent in the pretnises,^^ there being no 
** tribunal"^ to rectify the wrong ^ is nevertheless pecu- 
liarly DemoCtatic and Republican— %ll%e have to »ay 
is, ^^ Pardon us if we know no such" Democract, **ifwe com- 
prehena no such" Refubucakisil 

And that our Methodist brethren may see that we are 
not alone in this matter ; that they may know what 
their Presbyterian brethren think of this "peculiar'' 
" Democratic element" in their Church organization— 
we will close this part of our argument by introducing 
a short extract from an article in the " Calvinistic Ma- 
gazine," written, we believe, by its then editor, Rev. F, 
A. Ross, now pastor of the Presbyterian Church in the 
city of Huntsville, in this State. If they complain of 
what a Baptist editor has written, what wil^they||^ 
when they read the following from a Presbt/terian editor. 
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Keferring to the aforesaid exposition of Methodism by 
Mr. Hamline, he says: "Look at it ye members of the 
Methodist Church. Look at it. What! A system ^worthy 
of all eulogyP What say you^ genius of America? She 

' answers, * The Methodist system is death to all the institu- 
tions for which Washington fought and freemen died! 

-What says the Gospel? The Gospel tells us * the Me- 
thodist system is Anti-Christ— /or it is the very identical 
priestly power which has crushed and trodden underfoot the 
Hkerty whereMh Christ doth make free in every age of the 
tooHdP^^ ******* 

Turn we now to Bro. HamilPs fourth letter. And 
first of all, we cannot but congratulate our brother on 
the evident improvement in the tone of the present as 
eo'mpaved with his last communication. Its spirit is 
honoralAe Aike to dis head and his heart. '' Eichard is 
himself again.'' Its logic is, however, as yet an open 
question, " ' 

■;ii ^* Methodism?' tfen, is " fair as the stin, clear as 
the moon, terrible as an army with banners I" How 
" fair'' and how " clear" it is, we have been trying to 
discover. The father of it avers, in reference to that 
feature of it we are discussing, viz., its Episcopacy, that 
he had rather be called a knave, or a fool, a rascal, a 
scoundrel, than to be called a bishop! And if the re- 
nowned John Wesley could not steadfastly gaze upon 
its *^fair^^ and " clear'^ disc, without " starting and shud- 
dering," we suppose it must have been from the super- 
abundance of the " terrible" which it refletfted. Of this 
the reader will be able to form a better estimate as we 
U| HpQfidt.ip our analysis of this ** system of surpassing 
enerr 
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It seems that oar brother cannojjipompidygd thl> dif- 
fifieDce between men and pm^ciples. If ,m% e:i||iress 
a personal regard to the members of the MetlioSist 
Episcopal Church, and cannot at the sam^time enlarge 
our throat to the dimensions of " our Episcopacy;* we 
havS a wonderful knack of " twisting." On this prin- ^ 
ciple, how supremely must Paul hav^ despised Peter, 
when at " Antioch he withstood him to the face, because 
he was to be blamed." Personal regard cannot be in- 
dulged without involving fellowship in all the principSfe 
of the object of it! and therefore the command, Requir- 
ing us to " love our enemies" must seal our liMkin fi- 
lence as to their errors' and sins! We cantoot expose 
these without the charge of " twistij^cationP^ (Brother 
Hamill has declared, and is determined to maintain his 
independence of Wjbster.) 

We were arguing the congi'uity betwe0(|Method^t 
Episcopalfj and English Episcopacy, and not Engus^. 
m(marchy}mioihQv Hamill. True, it is i|itsurprisin^ 
that you mistook Episcopacy for monarchy — tney are p^^B 
nohile fratrum — and the mistake you made is quitQ naBlfa- 
ral ai)d significant. ^^..^^ ^^ 

Our brother plies the weapons furnished in^|pfWR 
||^ePs armory with singular dexterity. He cannot draw 
too freq;Uflntly on that rich collection of Episcopal facts^^ 
But wetijirfSe if "our Episcopacy'^ had a voice, ?b woulfj. 
rinff Ik ni^tplai/itive appeal in his ear — " Fro^ fttchm \ 
deijlce may the good Lord deliver mel" Right g]fli 
are we, too, that somethin^ban provoke ow&ood bro- 
thelj^ laugm We are h^py to know thatthe frown 
which lowered ominously upon his brow sa^recently, is 
80 soon succeeded by the peals of merrijjie^jjp VMI 
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coastituticMii officers^Bhovld not be privates, is provok- 
inglyiu^^crousl is it? ^ ^ 

Hrofther Hamill represents us as saying, that ** an Es- 
tablished Chinch in England is more D,emocrati<y than 
the Methodist Church in the United States." The reader 
will remember that we said, if he the jRev. E. J. HXmill, 
(not we) could jjfove that we were mistaken in every 
point of the analogy we drew between the Methodist 
Episcopal Church aiwi the Established Episcopal Church 
of England, he would succeed in proving that an Estab- 
lished dhnrch in a monarchical government was more 
Demotyatic than the Methodist Episcopal Church in the 
free Commonwealth of the United States. The perver- 
sion is soi transpqjrent that we really cannot complain 
of it. 

As to " our evading the issue, an^refusing to retract" 
the j)oints H^cified, we are perfectly willing to " let the 
patlic judge between us." We should be inclilied to in- 
dulge in BrjilHamiirs exercise a little, whei^^ speaks 
jB " evading issues," but we never could laugh on paper. 

it i& complained that we have asserted, that the 
"Jbisbops and clergy have imposed articles of faith upon 
tB«J^|6ple without their consent." Now, if the con- 
verse of this is true, it can be proved. Who cpmpod|i 
^e General Conference at which the doctrine^dtt|^pipline, 
l^lcs and regulations of the Methodist Epis^c^tel Ofaurch 
XtexQ adapted? The bishops and travplling^reaehers. 

f]|pre they delegated by their Churches to do ^is? 
hy, thULus not pretencred. The lay membership of 
that Church had no more connection witn its gpfern- 
mentahdoclrinal, and disciplinary organization than 
ttir alfjj^ips of this continent. And from that time to 
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this, the bishops and clergy are the sonrce and fijhmtain 
of all power, ^riiual and temporal, which the system 
involves. And it militates not in the slightest degree 
against this fact, that persons, in joining the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, impliedly submit themselves to its 
entire economy. This proves no more for Episcopacy 
than it does for Boman Catholickm. The question re- 
curs in each instance: — Was the original authority 
which established that economy a usurped authority? 
If not, whence did it emanate? — ^from God or his 
Churches I If from God, then the apostles of Method- 
ism were inspired, and the " Disdipline" is of equal au- 
thority with the New Testament. If from the Churches, 
show us the authority and we are dumb. 

There is a singular fatality attending Bro. HamilPs 
quotations. He has treated us to a couplet from Hudi- 
bras, which so beautifully illustrates " our Episcopacy," 
that we cannot resist the temptation to allude, to it. 
There are those, doubtless, 

" Who think religion is intended 
For nothing else but to be mended." 

But who are they? Certainly not tnose who have no 
ecclesiastical legislatures — ^who suppose that Christ and 
his Apostles did all the legislation necessary for the 
churches in all ages — who believe that the constitution, 
doctrines and discipline, of these churches were drafted 
by the pen of inspiration, and therefore not likely to be 
** mended," by general conferences, or any other eccle* 
fiiastical assemblage. Who are they, then, who suppose 
that religion may be " mended?" For seventy-one years 
the General Conference has been tinkering with the 



164 A DISCUSSION ON 

" Disoiiline," and up to the last session of that body, 
they were still mending it. Some twenty-one changes 
were made in it, we learn, at that time. " Our Episco- 
pacy," however, has been most sacredly guarded through 
all these changes. 

Mb we expect to discuss the " Book Concern," with 
the " appurtenances thereto annexed," in our next arti- 
cle, we shall decline any response to this part of Bro- 
ther HarailPs letter for the present. 

Episcopacy may well afford to place her mitre upon 
the heads of such men as McKendree and Bascom, if 
for nothing else to ^irchase an indemnity from their 
merciless castigations. ^ow do not throw up your 
hands in holy horror. Brother Hamill, when we say that 
the mitre, when placed upon the "head, will sometimes 
have the mysterious power of paralyzing the tongue. It 
sometimes has the effect that your favorite Hudibras 
ascribes to money: 

" What makes all doctrines plain and clear? 
About two hundred pounds a year. 
And that which was proved true before, 
Proved Mse again?^two hundred more." 

Let us now look into Brother HamilPs "parallels." — In 
the first column we find John Wesley's name aitlached 
to two sentences, which we doubt not are ^nuibe, 
though we could wish that he had given us chapter an€l 
verse. The first is this — -" I firmly believe I am a 
scriptural Episcopos (bishop), as much as any man in 
England. — John Wesley." And so every settled pastor 
of a Church on earth might have said the same, with 
equal propriety. Suppose our mutual friend and 
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esteemed brother, Rev. T. Root, pastor of the Presby- 
terian Church in this place, should say that he was as 
scriptural a bishop as any man on the American conti- 
nent, would it be legitimate to publish it to the world 
that he, Mr. R., "preferred the Episcopal mode of 
Church government to any other?" — in the face, too, of 
a solemn declaration addressed to a Methodist bishop, 
that he would rather be called " a knave, a rascal, or 
scoundrel than to be called a bishop?" Again: If in the 
second sentence, Mr. Wesley uses the terra bishop in 
the sense in which it was assumed by Messrs. Asbury 
and Coke, Bro. Hamill has only succeeded in convicting 
his venerable spiritual progenitor of talking two ways, 
thus: 

" Their father in the Lord may V Men may call me a hnavej a 

be called the bishop, overseer of fooly a rascal^ or a scoundrdj and I 

them all. am content; but they shall never 

John "Wesley." by my consent call me a bishop. 
* John Wesley." 

And our reply to it shall be in the language of Pas- 
cal: "How happy is it to have to do with people that 
talk pro. and con! By this means you furnish me with 
all I wanted ; which was, to make you confute yourselves.^' 

A New Testament " bishop must be blameless," a 
Methodist bishop ought to be blameless. 

His second column contains two sentences taken al- 
ternately from the Methodist Discipline, and a Baptist 
Confession of Faith, and so arranged as to convey the 
impression that the extract from the Baptist Confession 
endorses the one from the Methodist. We do not wish to 
charge Bro. Hamill with garbling the extract from the 



166 A DISCUSSION ON 

Baptist Confession, for this would seem unkind; but let 
the reader glance at this extract of our brother, and 
read the following, which is the veritable paragraph he 
has mutilated: ** 9. The way appointed by Christ for 
the calling of any person fitted and gifted by the Holy 
Spirit, unto tlie office of bishop, or elder in a Church, is, 
that he be chosen thereunto by the common suffrages of the 
Church itself; and solemnly set apart by fasting and 
prayer, with imposition of hands by the eldership of the 
Church," &c. The election and consecration of a Me- 
thodist bishop at a General Conference by the clergy^ and 
the election and ordination of a New Testament Bishop 
by the Church and its eldership, are as far asunder as 
the east is from the west.* And yet the lattet is so mu- 
tilated and tacked on to the other as if there were a 
piarticle of affinity between theml Surely, surely, it 
cannot be the defence of truth which requires a resort 
to such expedients as this. 

We suppose Mr. Wesley knew what construction to 
place upon his own act, and what he was writing, when 
he addressed the letter to bishop Asbury, four years after 
he and Dr. Coke assumed that title. It is a little singu- 
lar, that when he makes a thrust at " our Episcopacy/' 
it is all "occasioned by the misrepresentations of others;" 
while in every other respect he is believed and obeyed 
almost as implicitly as if he werfe inspired. It seems 
as if there is but one thing on earth that the Methodist 
clergy love better than they do John Wesley — and that 
is **our Episcopacy^ John must not touch that, if he does, 
why " the dear old man " has been miserably duped. 

For the sake of unity in this discussion, we have tried 

* Sea Appendix D. 
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to avoid all side issues up to this time. For this ptir* 
pose, we have permitted much that Brother Hamill has 
said vitally affectiug our own denomination, to pass 
without comment. *But a sense of duty constrains us 
to depart from this course at this stage of the discus- 
sion — not that we intend to he drawn from the main 
question — but by way of a short episode, to vindicate 
our own Church polity from some of the wildest and 
most puerile attacks it has ever been our fortune to ob- 
serve. Our brother has set us the example of compar- 
ing the relative claims of Methodist and Baptist Church 
government to the favorable consideration of American 
freemen. We are willing, therefore, -that he shall have 
all the credit and honor of any victory he may obtain 
over us in this respect, and deposit his laurels upon the 
altar of " our Episcopacy." 

I. The first question that suggests itself in this con- 
nection is, Who are the legitimate constituency of a 
gospel Church? With the New Testament in our hand^j 
there can be no difficulty in answering this question. 
Those who repent of their sins, believe on the Lord 
Jesus Christ, and publicly profess that faith by submit- 
ting to the ordinance of baptism. In other words, those 
who have been " born of the Spirit — born of God — called 
to be saints — justified — sanctified." We prove this, 
first, from the commission — " He that believe th and is 
baptized, shall be saved;" — and secondly, from the man- 
ner in which the Apostles themselves understood it — 
" They that gladly received his word were baptized, 
and the same day there were added unto them about 
three thousand souls." "And the Lord added unto 
them daily such as should be saved." "And many of 
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tile Corinthians hearing, believed, and were baptized," 
&c., &c. The truth is, there is not a recorded instance 
in the New Testament of any person being received 
into the Church without furnishing reasonable evidence 
that he had exercised " repentance toward God, and 
faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ." And that such 
and such only were the constituency of all the Churches 
planted by the Apostles, is evinced from the additional 
fact, that all the Apostolic epistles are addressed to 
them as such — " To them that are sanctified in Christ 
Jesus, called saints — beloved of God — the faithful in 
Christ Jesus — the saints in Christ Jesus — faithful breth- 
ren in Christ — brothrcn beloved — whose faith grew ex- 
ceedingly," &c., &c. No man can doubt that if the 
Apostles uniformly applied such terms as these to the 
Churches, to whom they directed their epistles, they 
must have been composed professedly at least, of " new 
creatures in Christ Jesus " — converted to God by the 
Boly Spirit. 

II. The second question to be considered is. Whether 
these persons — these saints — faithful brethren in Christ 
Jesus, &c., are competent to govern themselves. If they are 
not, who on earth are competent to the task? The very 
object of the gospel economy is to teach man this les- 
son, and to, enable him to exemplify it in his relations to 
the Cliurch. Solomon says, "He that ruleth his spirit is 
greater than he that taketh a city." Is a king consid- 
ered cgmpetent to govern? The Christian is called a 
king. Is a priest? He is called also a priest. The 
Christian has been aptly called " the highest style of 
man." Is there any other character on earth superior 
to him in this respect, to whom he can apply for guar- 
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dianship? As a nation, we have announced the doctrine 
to the astonished world, that man is capable of sdf govern^ 
meat] and shall we, in our ecclesiastical organizations, 
nullify that doctrine among ourselves? Shall we pro- 
claim on our civil constitution one thing, and on our 
ecclesiastical constitutions the reverse? We repeat, if 
Christians are not competent to govern themselves, who 
beneath the canopy of heaven are? 

III. The third question suggested is. Whether the 
New Testament has inculcated any form of Church go- 
vernment? If it has, we are capable of discovering it; 
if it has not, then the man of God cannot he thorawghly 
furnished to every work. Now, we affirm that the New 
Testament of our Lord Jesus Christ is the consti- 
tution of a gospel Church; that the governmental, doc- 
trinal, and disciplinary economy of the kingdom of 
Christ is set forth in that holy volume so luminously, 
" that the wayfaring man, though a fool, need not err 
therein;'' that " the Bible, and the Bible only, is the re- 
ligion " of Christians ; and that to affirm differently, is 
either to charge folly upon the Triune God, or unfaith- 
fulness upon the sacred writers; to submit ourselves to 
the- blind guidance of blind, self constituted and pre- 
sumptuous priests, who assume the prerogatives of 
God himself; and to land finally within the crushing 
embraces of that spiritual Moloch, the Eoman Catholic 
hierarchy. And we believe that this holy volume teach- 
es the doctrine that ChristiaTis are capable of governing 
themselves, 

IV. The fourth and last question that we shall now 
suggest, arising out of this subject, is the great ques- 

15 
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TioN, over which the conflict of every age since Episco- 
pal government hfts set up its impious claiim against 
Church government, has been waged — and it is the ques- 
tion we are now discussing: Do the Churches belong to 
the ministry? or conversely — ^Do the ministry belong to 
the Churches? We give the question this double form, 
BO as to present to the reader the whole sjibject matter 
in controversy in a nut-shell. Episcopacy nvaiptains an 
absolute proprietorship in the Churches ; assumes to es- 
tablish its doctrines and discipline; appoint its pastors; 
change their locations at discretion; to receive and sus- 
pend preachers as necessity may requirfj; to oversee the 
spiritual and temporal business of the Church. In a 
word, it assumes all the attributes, rights, privileges, 
and immunities of a supreme irresponsible government. 
Now, in opposition to all these extra-judicial and impi- 
ous claims to ecclesiastical powers and prerogatives, 
we maintain that the Church of our Lord Jesus Christ 
— called in the scriptures his " body " — " the Bride, the 
Lamb's wife '' — " royal priesthood, holy nation, peculiar 
people," &c., has been invested with all the prerogatives 
and powers which her ascended Head has ever confer- 
red upon any agency under heaven. The great Magna 
Charta of our spiritual commonwealth confers upon her, 
under Christ, the sole exercise of ecclesiastical power. 
This is our entrenchment. It has been planned by infi- 
nite wisdom, built by infinite power, and guarded by in- 
finite goodnei^s. It is a bulwark of strength which haa 
withstood the lapse of ages and the waste of empires, 
the menaces of kings, the assaults of Episcopacy, and 
thunders of the Vatican. And it will continue to tower 
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in majesty and glory until Daniel's sublime prophecy 
«haU b^ fulfilled: ''And the kingdom and dominion, 
and tfae greatitesa of the kingdom under ihe whole hea- 
vens, shall be given to the people of the saints of the 
Most Highy whose kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, 
and all dominions shall serve and obey himJ" Into the 
hands of such a constituency, it is safe to deposit this 
power; for then the highest guaranties that heaven can 
give, and that earth can receive are furnished, that it 
will be wielded only for good. The truth is, according to 
the New Testament, the Church can only exist to do 
good. The very moment she perverts the power com- 
mitted to her hands, to base and unworthy purposes, 
43he ceases to bo a Church of Christ, and becomes a sect 
and synagogue of Satan. These are some of the essen- 
tial organic elements of Baptist Church polity. Are 
ihey antirRepublicanl 

We have barely touched upon these topics; but our 
space will not allow us to expand them. This we sha^ 
do as soon as the present discussion is disposed of. A 
single remark will dispose of everything Bro. Hamill 
says in regard to ministers' and deacons' meetings, as- 
sociations^ conventions, &c. In his second communica- 
tion, ha objected to such assemblages as these among 
the Baptyts, because they were merely advisory councils; 
in his present one, he objects to one of these meetings, 
recently held in Tuskegee, because its action on a cer- 
tain query, " was the nearest approach to taxation pro- 
per and almost without representation, he has ever 
known in any Church in our free country." At one 
lime they are merely advisory councils; at another, they 
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pass a " decree,^* to which, if the Churches submit, they 
" bear oflF the palm from all, of docility and su^paission 
to the powers that bel" Rather hard pressed for '^ar' 
gument to answer argument," Who is " twisting?" And 
what do you think, reader, was this terrible crime 
against " our free country?" First: A query was sug- 
gested by a certain brother, a private member, to this 
effect; What is the best method of raising the funds to 
defray the necessary expenses of the Church? The an- 
swer was, that each man ought to pay in propoi^tion to 
his worth, according to the Divine rule: " Upon the first 
day of the week, let every one of you lay by him in 
store, as God has prospered kirn, that there be no gather- 
ings when I come." — 1 Cor. xvi: 2. Second: That covet- 
eousness was idolatry, and that, in the judgment of that 
meeting, no idolater ought to be retained in the Church. 
What a monstrous offence thisl How shocking to the 
delicate sensibilities of our brother? What profound 
concern does he manifest for the honor of his country? 
All this, too, the mere expression of an opinion by a vo- 
luntary meeting! A privilege guarantied to and exer- 
cised by every public meeting of the citizens of this free 
country, upon all subjects of common interest. 

We suppose that we must inform Brother Haft^ll that 
all forms of government may be abused, not excepting 
Democracies. It is a significant fact, that the very argu- 
ments he is using agaii^st the Baptist polity ^ are the identical 
arguments which monarchists have always used against pop- 
ular government. He has picked up a few cases in our 
histories, in which, under the strong excitement of some 
vexed question, a few of our Churches have abused their 
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power, aad turns -these against ns, when he himself will 
admit that Viej are the exceptions and not the rtde; 
just as thc^ apologists for royalty catch up those occa- 
sional outbifiks, particularly in our large cities, and 
construe tl^cj#into arguments against Republicanism. 
We challcngejBr^tlier Hamill to show any strifes in the 
Baptist Churches, more dishonorable to the Christian 
name, or mori) destruc^ ve of human rights, than those 
which agitated the Methodist Episcopal Church in 1*198 
-f824; '28, and '44 — and, then, growing out of the last, 
the humiliating , spectacle of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, versus the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
North, before the United States Court in New-York, in 
reference to 4he " maijimon of unrighteousness," in the 
famous Book Concern lawsuit. A pretty fair evidence, 
this, that Episcopacy cannot meet every emergency it 
may precipitate upon itself. 

Brother Hamill maintains that without the vote of the 
laity, none can be received into the itinerancy, or into 
the Church. In the Discipline, are the following ques- 
tions and answers: 

Quest, 1. How is the preacher to be received? 

Ans. 1. By the Annual Conference. 2. In the interval 
of a Conference, by a bishop, or the presiding elder of 
the district, until the sitting of the Conference, p. 37. 

Again: 

Quest. 1. What are the duties of the elder, deacon, or 
preacher, who has the especial charge of a circuit? 

Ans. 4. To appoint all the leaders, and change them 
when he sees it necessary. 5. TO RECEIVE, TRY, AND 
EXPEL members, according to the form of the Disci- 
pline. ^ 
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Now, Brother Hamill tells us one thing, tfce Discip- 
line tells us the very reverse. And moreover we have 
been present, time and again, at the reo€lj)tion of mem- 
bers into the Methodist Episcopal ChurcliJ and never 
have wo heard the concurrence of the'C>ft|xh asked in 
a single instance. Perhaps this part Af ^j Discipline 
has been " mended.'' 

Father Mercer's wish in reganj to a general meeting 
of the ministers of Georgia, W£^ certainly right and 
proper. But that the expj-eqsion of such a wish should 
ever have been metamorphosed in a desire for a " Con* 
fcrence Episcopacy," we are sure never could have en- 
tered the head of any other person except a Methodist 
clergyman. A voluntary Confetence of ministers, for 
mutual edification and spiritual improvement, is quite a 
different thing from an ecclesiastical body assembled to 
enact, expound, and enforce laws upon the Churches. 

We had intended to compare the constitution of Me- 
thodist Episcopacy with the constitution of the United 
States, after the example of our brother; but our co- 
lumns are filled, and we are obliged to defer it, for the 
present. Jiistice to our correspondents requires that 
we shall give at least every other issue to their commu- 
nications We think we shall be able to make this 
part of the subject interesting in some respects. 

As our brother is still haunted by that hydra-headed 
monster among the Baptists, " dose comnmnion,^^ and as 
he still seems to consider that it has much to do in re- 
flecting light upon the " Democratic elcmcut," in " our 
Episcopacy," wo suppose we must devote a single para- 
graph to the elucidation of that subject. Our position 
IS, that the Baptists ^ct, not only upon divine authority. 
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bat also upon a ^ ritidple adopted by every denoi^iiiA- 
tion o^l^ristiaus on ^rtfa, so »far as vy know. That 
princlj^e is, tkeU Baptism is an indi'spinsadle pre-reqUisiie to 
sacramental communion. In the* Mctlfdudis^ Discipline, 
pages 86-87, tbwollowiDg question and ajaswef occurs: 

Quest. How sKall we* prevent improper persons from 
insinuating themsclTj;eb'iato the Chursh? * 

Ans. 1. Let none be received into tBe Cfiurch until 
they are recommendea by a leader witlf whom. they have 
met at least six mofnths on trial, and have been baptized. 

Probationers may be, allowed to commune, " provided ' 
they have been baptized," says Remington, who was 
twenty years a^ elder in that Church, " and not with- 
out." And with this agrees " Hibbard on Baptism," a 
work endorsed by the General Conference of the Me- 
thodist Episcopal Church, and recognized as a text-book 
for young ministers, for tlie third year in their course of 
study. On page 174, he says: **It is but just to re- 
mark that in one principle the Baptist and Pedo-baptist 
Churches agree. Thoy both agree in rejecting from 
communion at the table of the Lord, and in denying the 
rights of Church fellowship to all who have not been 
baptized. Valid baptism they consider as essential to 
constitute visible Church membership. This also we 
HOLD. The only question, then, that here divides us is, 
what is essential to valid baptism?" The conclusion, then^ 
is inevitable, if we are to believe their own standard au- 
thors, that the Methodist Episcopal Church hold that 
baptism is a p re-requisite to the Lord's supper, and the 
door of admission into the Church. If Bro. Ilamill will 
turn to the 213th page of HalPs Works, a volume from 
which he has often quoted, and with which he seems 
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peculiarly charmed, he will receire the^ollowing rebuke 
from the " cloqt|9ftt open-eommunigp Baptist:" " I^Jt be 
admitted that Captism is, under all circumstaQees, a 
necessary c^ditiRn of Oliurch fellowship, and it is impos- 
sible for the Baptists to act other wise.^^The recollection 
of this may suiBce to rebut the^'idicule and silence the 
clamor of Uicfee wile loudly condeVop the Baptists fot a 
proceeding whfbh,-were theybut to change their opinion 
on the subject of baptism, their owa principles would 
compel them to adopt. ^ They both c6ncur in a common 
principle, from which the practice deemed so offensive 
is the necessary result. Considered as an argumentum 
ad hominem, or an appeal to the avowed principle of our 
opponents, this reasoning may be suflScient to shield us 
from that severity of reproach to which we are often ex- 
posed, nor ought we to be censured for acting upon a 
system [principle?] which is sanctioned by our accus- 
ers." With what sincerity can he, or indeed the Pedo- 
baptists generally, use the arguments of Robert fiall 
on the communion question; when they all, as denomina- 
tions, without exception, equally with Baptists, repudi- 
ate his premises? No, Brother Hamill, you have cer- 
tainly too much perception not to see that the legitimate 
question at issue between Baptists and Pedo-baptists, 
relates to baptism, and not to sacramental communion. 
It is close baptism, not close communion. 

Our brother takes leave of us this time rather abrupt- 
ly. A slight frown gathered upon his brow I Don't be 
crusty. Brother Hamill. If you have succeeded in 
" answering argument with argument," you ought to 
have quit in a better humor. We are not conscious of 
having used reproachful or insulting language to him. 
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And as we are an al||n, and have never been accus- 
tomed to " a will omnipotent in the premises," we an- 
swer his clerical comm^^ of " silence 1" — " Pardon us 
if we know no suchi rigot, if we comprehend no such 
privilege!" 



Will Brother Hamill please inform us distinctly, whe- 
ther the charge of falsehood in his last communication 
was intended to refer to the facts we *'had alleged 
against Methodism," up to the time of the writing of 
his article, and which we specified in our answer; or 
whether he intended it to refer to the positions in the 
article from the " Watchman?" We are actuated by 
the kindest of feelings, and the best of motives in mak- 
ing this request. 

Jane 21st, 1855. 
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LETTER V. 

METHODISM. 



THE STRIKING ANALOGY BETWEEN THE METHODIST CHURCH eOV- 
ERNVENT AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Mcihodism never connected with the State; Bro. Henderson's jast 
denunciation of persecution; Points of a^eement; Doctrine of 
the fathers of Trent rejected; Fuller's view of the ezt^it of 
pastoral care; A bold admission; True credentials; A few 
drops or a whole pond of water Insufficient to regenerate; 
Bro. Henderson's analysis of the elements of a Church amend- 
ed; The great Head of the Church legislates for her, and calls 
her officers; Exercise of reason not superseded; Conventions 
and creeds necessary; The absence of connectionalism the 
cause of disorder in the Baptist Church; Exceedingly powerful 
advice; Agreement with Rob't Hall; A new style of lo^ic; 
The faith of j^ethodism not mended; Methtdism has a single 
grand platform of doctrines; The Baptist Church may have tea 
thousand varying creeds, and, therefore, cannot with accuracy 
be styled the Baptist Church; The Hiwassee Baptist Associa- 
tion; Baptist Churches have no legislative representatives at 
all; Their practice better than their theory; Mr. Wesley did 
prefer the Episcopal mode of Church government; Uniqiie rea- 
soning; Mercer favors a platform similar to that of Methodism; 
An interior view of the trial of members; The challenge to 
publish a deed refused; Power of Bishops in civil matters; The 
generosity of the General Conference in making bishops of its 
enemies; Chief business of an Annual or General Conference; 
Whjr should the lai^ act in two Church courts upon the same 
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eases; Distinction between the act of distributing ministers and 
** other Church business; Baptist itinerancy again; A Georgia 
Baptist Conference of ministeis; Father Mercer; Church remo* 
Tals like removals by the Proident; Bishop Hamline's view 
excessively Republican; A chance for a pretty burst of indig- 
nation. 

ANALOGY. 

Analogy bctweeiftl% Methodist Church government and the United 
States government, shown in many particulars; Consistency 
would require the opposors of Methodism to seek the des- 
truction of our civil Republic; Other Baptist disorders; Me- 
lancholy spectacle; Popery in the Berlin Baptist Church; as 
theit poets say; Opposition preaching; Explanation; glaring 
errors; Baptist piety will do good in spite of its defective go- 
vernment; Concession^ 

** Walk about Zion, and go lonnd about her ; teU^flie lowers thereof; mark re iJlM. 
her bulwarks ; consider her palaces ; that ye may teU it to tlie senenition folio wiaff.'V|(-- 

PSALMB. 

'* I speak as to wisa men, judge ye whaf I say**' 

Bbother Henderson: 

Ab Metlitidism has iiever for a moftent bfeen connect- 
ed with the Stat^ in any landj not e\^n for a period as 
brief as fhjgKjnad sway of that " most eminent Baptist, 
Thomas Mufiicer," or as the wild and licentious tyranny 
of John Matthias, and John Bocold, of Leydcn: and as 
she has therefoA, never in a single instance, lent her- 
self to any form of civil government, as an instrument 
of oppression, I may freely Jeave to your ready pen, the 
task of portraying the evils of the union of Church and 
State; and of denouncing with just severity the cruel 
persecutions, raised from time to time, by Church au- 
thorities, under- the sanction of the State. My only aim 
wilf be, to demonstrate 'the clafms of Methodism to Re- 
publicanism of the highest excellence. 
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I can cordially endorse all you have to say upon the 
value of controversy, when conducted fairly, amicably, 
and in a Christian spirit. $1 agree with you still further 
in the strongest condemnation of any Episcopacy, which 
claims to be a third order in the ministry of divine 
right, in which alone is vested the right .of ordination, 
and of government in the Church, aiW^ithout which 
third order, as some sects contend, there were no Church 
at all, even though the incumbents of this third order 
falsely called apostolic, were heretical in doctrine, and 
impious in life; as the Tridentine fathers affirmed, that 
" a bishop might become a priest of Jupiter, or a priest 
of Baal, and still be a priest of- Jesus Christ." (Camp, 
^ftcles. Lects.) Such assumptions I regard as anti- 
^uliristian, and as t6e very corner-stone, of the Papal 
^ hierarchy. * 

Methodists do not claim ordination from a higher 
source than a presbyter, called also in the Scriptures, a 
bishop; wliich latter appellation with us is, by custom 
only and not by* divine appointment^ rqptricted to the 
designation of him who we elect to be i^j^kijA'imus inter 
pares — first among equals; like the angeTv^Tthe Church 
of Ephesus, who was first among the associate bishops 
of Ephesus. In this sort of presidency or moderator- 
ship, involving in a modified sense, what Paul had — 
" the care of all the Churches" — there can be nothing in 
conflict with the qualifications of a bishop, as described 
in the Bible. Your great Fuller says, " Nor would the 
influence of the first missionaries be confined to a single 
congregation, but by a kind of parental authority^^ 
would extend to all the societies tha.t might be t&ised 
by means of their labors." (Bap. Lib. vol. iii. p. 330.) 
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I will make the still bolder admissioD, that I do not 
care to cl&im a place eyen in a Buccession of Presbyte- 
rial ordination, running back to apostolic times: for 
all successions at the hands of men, have come to us 
through corrupt channels. Give me direct succession 
from heaven, by the Spirit's call, entitling me to minis- 
terial credentials; and then, as a matter of order and 
expediency merely, let it be acknowledged by the laity, 
and endorsed by a prayerful imposition of hands of holy 
"brethren. 

I doin concur wit^ ^ou heartily also, in rejecting the 
absurd doctrine, that a few drops of water, or even a 
whole 'powA of water, can, by the sprinkling or the im- 
mersion, either of aninfant or an adult, ** perform the 
work uniformly ascribed to the agency of the Holy Spi- 
rit." Thu^ap I^upposOi we are of one mind. 

Your analysis of the elements of a Church, is partially 
correct, but may need some emendation. Let us see. — 
Whit is a Chnrcli? Ans: "A company of men having 
the form, and dfeking the power of godliness, united to 
help each other to^^lS'k put their own salvation." Se- 
condly: *Ajj*|they CQ*npetent to govern themselves? 
Ans.: The^^P, within certain limitations: First, that 
'Christ alorffe can frame their fundamental laws; and 
next, that the Spirit of God shall choose their ministers 
or overseers ; but these things being done for them by 

t 

■'the great Head of the Church (for in these things Church 
government is esgHjntially different from civil govern- 
Tffimk), they may thwi judge who are calle^d by Christ 
to the holy oflSce — to bear some sort of rule in the 
Church of God, as Paul saith, " Remember them which 
have the rule over you," who have spoken unto you the 
16 
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word of God — and may do also whatever else is neceS' 
sary to good government. Thirdly: Has the New Tes- 
tament inculcated any form of Church government? 
Ans: " The Holy Scriptures contain all things necessary 
to salvation," yet they do not supersede the necessity 
for the legitimate exercise of reason; nor do they go 
into detail to such an extent, as ^o make void the func- 
tions of associations, conferences, synods, and conven- 
tions ; and in view of the brevity of the Scriptures, the 
variety of mental character, the fallibility even of good 
men, and the propriety of securing harmony of action, 
the common sense of all ages has dictated the necessity 
of drawing up symbols of faith, called creeds, articles, 
or confessions of faith, to serve as points of union among 
Christians, and as defences agKinM th|| encroachments 
of error. Fourthly: Do thb Churches belong to the 
ministry, or the ministry to the Churches? Ans: Nei- 
ther; but both, if faithful, to the Lord, who pYace«^ those 
called by His Spirit, to the ministry^ ; " over us in the 
Lord."— Eph. i, 13. V ^ 

A government of this descriptioil is certainly in no 
wise anti-Republican; neverthiBless, 4gp^^t form in 
which these elements exist in the BaptisrChurch, there 
is wanting that beautiful conncctionalism, with its- 
checks and balances, which makes Methodism so close 
an imitation of our civil Ecpublic. It is this want qf 
government, properly so called, which renders the Bap- 
tist Church so unlike our federal government, and which 
produced the terrible disorders in your Georgia and Ala- 
bama Churches, referred to in my last communication. 
Your lame apology for those disorders; for the wretched 
anarchical legislation lamented by your ow;q historian; 
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for the existance of that " infernal spirit which gets 
into every Baptist community however small," if your 
last Convention is correct; and for the exceedingly power- 
fid advice given in your Tuskegee legislation on taxa- 
tion; which advice threatens exclusion against any of 
your members who dare refuse such inquisitorial tax, 
I think it unnecessary to disturb. I shall not tear away 
that fig-lea( concealment of jour nakedness. 

I am happy to inform you furthermore, that I agree 
with the great Robert Hall upon the question of close 
communion; I concur with him most heartily, in both 
his premises aiid conclusion. Whenever I can accredit 
any man as a true minister of Christ, in|thc highest 
functions of the ministry, namely, preaching the gospel 
of Christ, I will freely invite him to partake of the Lord's 
Supper with me, even were he baptized by a Papist, or 
never baptized at all. I know of no Methodist minister 
who would be guilty of the absurd inconsistency of re- 
pelling, on the ground of baptism, whether valid or not, 
from the Lord's table, one whom he himself acknow- 
ledged as a minister of Jesus Christ 

You still cling fondly to the allegation, that in our 
free land, where every one may worship God under his 
own vine and fig tree, ** we impose articles of faith upon 
our people without their consent; if it is not so, the con- 
verse can be proved," namely, " the people frame them." 
Is it true, that if the people do not frame articles of 
faith, these articles are imposed on them without their 
consent, when they voluntarily subscribe to them? I! 
This is sheer nonsense. Did preachers manufacture 
them? By no means; for we acknowledge none but 
Chris J as the legislator of the Christian Church; and both 
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preachers and people believe that God himself revealed 
these doctrines in his word. This proving of the con- 
verse, is a style of logic peculiarly your own. Hedge, 
Blair, Whateley, and other logicians, had not discovered 
that if a particular proposition be not true, the converse 
must be true. It it unquestionably Hendersonian, and 
worthy of a copyright. Lgpk at its application to cur- 
rent topics. " It is a very hot day, sir.* "Ifo, sir, it is 
only moderately warm for the season." ".Well, sir, if it 
is not a very hot day, the converse must be true — it is a 
very^ cold day." Most lucid logic 1 Our fSthers tabght 
that the Holy Scriptures contained all things necessary 
to salvation (Dis.); when they preached the w6rd, our 
people, like the Bereans, searched the Scriptures to see 
whether these things were so; and the word of the Lord 
was glorified in the voluntary addition to our Church of 
the multitudes who would enjoy this salvation; and both 
bishops and people have failed to discover, during the 
cxislonoe of American Methodism, any necessity for 
mending our articles of faith. 

It is true, the Methodist Church, like the Presbyterian 
and other Churches, has but a single grand platform of 
doctrines for our entire membership; one God, one faith, 
one baptism into Christ's death, (not into his burial, for 
his burial was a mere circumstance, in no wise essen- 
tial to the atonement.) We do not, therefore, upon the 
organization of every Church, or every Conference, call 
upon our members to form a new set of articles of faith; 
if we did, the articles thus framed might be eighteen 
centuries too late; and then our twelve thousand Me- 
thodist Churches might have as many varying creeds, 
agreeing in some points, and differing in ottffers, as 
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there are Churches. In that event it would be as great 
a fallacy to style these thousands of our Churches, with 
their varying creeds, the Methodist Church, as it is to 
give th^ appellative which denotes unity, namely, the 
Baptist Church, to the ten thousand Churches, having 
frequently dissimilar creeds, which agree with you upon 
questiouB of baptism. Hence, in strictness of speech, 
there can be no such thing as the Baptist Church; un- 
less it be some particular society claiming that title; 
for common sense teaches, that when thousands of 
Churches severally try their skill at creed-making, and 
manufacturing so many distinct confessions of faith, 
they cannot be one Church, unless difference and unity 
mean the same thing. This is the rather true, when 
we consider that every one of these Churches claims 
independent jurisdiction in every respect, as the mi- 
nutes of the last Hiwassee Baptist Association, N. C, 
in the following language testify: " We have no high- 
sounding titles, as pope, cardinals, ruling or presiding 
elders, synods, assemblies, or conferences, to hear and 
decide upon appeals, and to pass laws for the govern- 
ment of the Church. We meet together for mutual com- 
fort and edification, not to decide upon appeals, nor to 
make laws." — Carolina Baptist, June 6th. 

Now, I humbly submit it to your good judgment, 
whether the members of numerous Churches thus go- 
verned, with their several distinctive peculiarities, and 
without any law-making department, properly so called, 
for the aggregate Churches, and hence, of course, with- 
out any representatives at all, whether lay or clerical, 
invested with legislative power, can with any accuracy 
be styled the Baptist Church ? I think not. I submit 
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ter of our entire system. Your reverse logic is of a 
piece with your converse logic. Unique specimens of 
reasoning. 

Let your own Mercer instruct you into the propriety 
of our course. " The ministry is to ministers, what the 
Church is to common brethren; and a man might as 
soon be introduced into the fellowship of the Church 
without being received by the members of the Church, 
as any one can be brought into the fellowship of the 
ministry without being received by the ministry." Me- 
moirs, p. 453. Again: he fixes the minimum number 
who may constitute a church, at seven; and then, the 
ministerial office being elective, he says, " In that case, 
not seven, but four against three, and these three may 
be the strength of the Church, appoint one of them- 
selves to the office of gospel minister. Is it possible 
that such an appointment can give to any one an au- 
thoritative claim on all churches and ministers, to their 
cordial accept ancc and brotherly companionship ? Be- 
sides the door it would throw open to vile speculation, 
and base oloctioneering. Once establish the rule that 
the Ohuroh has the only and sole authority to induct 
into the ministerial office, and that it is elective, and 
you have opened the fiood-gates to error, and exposed 
the Ohuroh to fouds and destruction." (p. 454.) Well 
spokon, lUvthor Mercer, though you have come upon 
iho platform of Methodism to utter it. 

Our ministers do summon offenders to trial; still an 
interior view of our Discipline would show you that we 
try thorn by members only. As for what you may or 
inuy not have hoard of the concurrence of members, 
rtskod on receiving members, I cannot answer; but I 
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presume you will not think I got up a case of the recep- 
tion of fourteen members into full connection by vote 
of the Church, for your special benefit, and in anticipa- 
tion of your denial of that custom only a few days after. 
You will understand Methodism better before I have 
done with you. 

Your refusal to meet my challenge for the publication 
of the deed of any Methodist church in the land, I take 
as a silent abandonment of your position on the pro- 
perty question ; and I await patiently for your denoue- 
ment of the mystery of the Book Concern. 

With regard to the power of oui bishops to control 
the suffrages of our people in civil affairs, I think you 
are well#nough acquliinted with Methodists to be as- 
sured, that if our bishops could be found silly enough to 
attempt such control, tliey wpuld not only "meet with 
moral resigjtance, but in many instances would be for- 
cibly convinced of their error by very striking argu- 
ments. 

Our venerable bishops, McKendree and Bascom, who 
had spoken so freely upon questions of Church govern- 
ment, you insinuate, were bribed into silence by elec- 
tion to the Episcopal office. The members of Confer- 
ence who elected them must have been of a happy 
temperament indeed, to have rewarded those who 
" mercilessly castigated" them with the highest honors 
in their gift. " Would your Convention do likewise ?" 
Seriously, the insinuation is utterly unworthy of you. 
You cannot possibly credit it yourself. If you duly 
consider the Scripture, " With what measure you mete 
it shall be measured to you again," you will be more 
chary in future, of your flings mthe memory of the holy 
dead. 
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Upon a careful consideration of the reasons von have 
oiTcrcd to prove Methodism anti-Republican, I find your 
proofH evince an entire misapprehension of Methodism. 
You have created a man of straw, and battled valiantly 
with your own misconceptions of our system. My prin- 
cipal business, therefore, in this discussion, has been to 
rectify your mistakes concerning us. 1 have already in- 
formed you that almost all the business of your irregularly 
constituted Conventions^ is transacted in our system, by side- 
societies; stbch as Education, Tract, Missionary Societies, and 
Hoards of Finance ^ in all of which we have as much lay dele- 
gation, and lay management, as you eouM ask for; and that 
in everytliing, in which the laity is equally concerned 
with the ministry, it is the genius of Methodjj^m to de- 
light in lay co-operation. But in the Annual and Grcn- 
oral Conferences, whose chief business is the examinar 
tiou and reception of ministers, and thoir distribution 
on tlic itinerant plan — a plan which you yourself have 
highly commended — and the framing of laws regulating 
that reception and distribution, we admit no lay dele- 
gaticm, save in the financial and other enterprises spe- 
cified. Why should we have lay delegates to examine and re- 
ceive ministers in Conference, when lay members have already 
acted on the very same cases in their respective Church courts, 
and the only candidates who can apply for admission 
into the itinerancy, have come up upon the recommen- 
dation of the laity 7 

And with reference to the appointment of these min- 
isters to their several fields of labor, I have already 
shown you, that if you had a hundred Baptist itinerant 
ministers assembled in Convention, to be scattered to 
the four winds upon a gelf-sacrificing mission, you could 
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Tieither think it just^ Tior expedient ^ nor Republican^ that a Bap- 
tist layman should arise upon the floor of the Convention, and 
command every one of these hundred Baptist itinerants to strike 
their tents and go whithersoever he ordered them^ while he him- 
self submitted to no such sacrifices, and quietly returnjed to his 
secular pursuits at home. Such Kepublicanism would be 
a bitter pill to these supposed Baptist itinerants; they 
would soon come to the conclusion, that they knew no 
such rights, and comprehended no such privileges. You 
have been very careful not to notice this- distinction, 
which I have drawn between the act of distributing 
ministers upon the itinerant plan, and the support of 
other grand Church schemes; the first illustrated in the 
case of the supposed Baptist itinerants, and the second 
in Missionary, Financial and other Boards, which at- 
tend to business like that of your Conventions, and in 
which, there is as much lay management with us, if not 
more, than you can possibly boast or in your system. 
You have gone even farijjjij: 4han we have in calling 
ministers' meetings without any lay delegation what- 
ever; for you have done this, without the reason which 
exists among us fof doing it, namely, the appointment 
of ministers to their field of labor, in which none should 
have a voice but those who , submit to like sacrifices. 
You have called ministers' meetings, as Father Mercer 
informs u^, without any business of this sort to be 
brought Dcfore' them, and oniy, according to Mercer, 
" to prevent diattacting qontroversies, and to keep the 
beauty of the Church froiii'=being marred." ^ 

Your remark tJaat this was only a wish of Father Mer- 
c^Jrshow that you are not well posted up in the histo- 
ry of Georgia Baptists. It was not merely a wish; on 
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on a district^ not by gross malfeasance^ but by a slight 
misfeasance, or oftener still because he is not popular , and 
the bishop removes him to a circuit." 

In all these instances, the remoyal is summary, with* 
ont trial; it is for no crime, and generally for no misde- 
meanor, hut for being unacceptable. These removals are 
by a sole agent whose will is omnipotent in the premi- 
ses,'&c. Do you think, Brother Henderson, that in these 
removals, " the very existence of the Church is utterly 
ignoredP 

Why, sir. Bishop Hamline tells us, they are made be- 
cause of eccentricity^ unaccepiability or unpopularity with 
the Church; and hence, in every instance specified by 
him, according to the wish of the Church, which is cer- 
tainly sufficiently Republican. But further, do you 
know the design of Mr. Hamline's speech? the grand 
object for which it was made? If not, I will tell you 
then: it was to prove that the General Conference 
could remove every one of our bishops from office if it 
saw proper, without any crime, or misdemeanor what- 
ever, and even without accusation or trial, and summa- 
rily — that the authority of the Conference over ^the 
bishops was omnipotent. 

In the very next paragraph to thafct quoted by you, 
Mr. Hamline says: " I shall argue our authority to de- 
pose a bishop summarily, for improprieties morally 
innocent, which embarrass the exercise of his functiona'' 
Debates, p. 129. The Conference acting on these prin- 
ciples, suspended Bishop Andrew. Is it possible that 
an Episcopacy which may be removed summarily, with- 
out trial or the slightest impeachment of moral charac- 
ter, can be anti-Republican 1 1 1 You are particularly un- 

n 
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fortunate in quoting Mr. Hamline's Bpecch, in support 
of your groundless allegation. If the sentiments of that 
Bpccch be true, we are excessively Republican^ and our 
bishops are more perfectly shorn of power than any 
other ministers in our body. Moreover, had you pos- 
sessed a copy of that speech, and not gotten it at second 
hand, you would have better understood the nature of 
the removals he speaks of — that they do not affect in 
the smallest degree the Christian or ministerial rights or 
functions of the party removed. He says: **My mind, 
sir, (if not my words), has all along distinguished be- 
tween orders and oflSce." The summary removals which 
I have noticed, are from oflGlce, not from the ministry. 
In regard to ordained preachers, these two rules will 
hold: 

First: they cannot be expelled from the ministry sum- 
marily, but must have a trial in due form. Secondly: 
they cannot be expelled for improper conduct, but only 
for a crime forbidden in the word of God. These rules, 
with few exceptions, will apply to private members; 
they cannot usually be expelled from the Church with- 
out trial, or the offer of trial; (I add, too, by a jury of 
their peers) nor for improper conduct. 

The mistaken view you have taken of Mr, Hamline's 
speech, and the blunder you committed in referring to 
it, will punish you justly for your readiness to take our 
Church documents in a garbled form, from the hands of 
our enemies. The fact that the summary removals are 
not from the ministry, will extinguish your momentary 
joy, and leave only a mortifying consciousness of igno- 
rance of our system. The removals then, which you 
imagined to be so utterly anti-Bepublican, are exactly 
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similar to the frequent removals made by the President 
of the United States, when he transfers summarily, and 
without trial, the captain of one naval vessel to the 
•comma^nd of another, or the general of one division of 
the army to the command of another division. 

Bishop Andrew might still have preached the gospel, 
administered the sacraments, or presided over a Church 
or district, in perfect accordance with the wi^ of the 
General Conference which suspended him from the Epis- 
copal office. His orders were not touched; it was only 
his permanent moderatorship over the Conferences 
which was affected by the suspension. 

The President of the United States does immensely 
more of this work of summarily removing from office; 
and his removals affect the parties removed to a vastly 
greater extent, in both powers and emoluments. The 
executive officers of our government, under the Presi- 
dent, are not supposed to be divinely called to their 
office, and their removal utterly extinguishes their 
official powers — as in the removal of the Cabinet, and 
Custom House officers, governors of territories, and the 
recall of ambassadors. These removals do not, how- 
over, impair their rights of citizenship. But in the 
Church, the ministers thereof are called by the Spirit of 
God, to their sacred woit; hence, nothing but crime 
can subject them to be divested by any Church pcwer 
whatever, of their ministerial prerogatives. Can you 
not favor us with a pretty burst of indignation at the 
utterly anti-Republican right of summary removal with- 
out trial, accusation, or appeal, by the President of the 
United States. Bo " look it sternly in the face," and try 
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your chivalry oo Una depotic assumption, '' growing 
up under tho boughs of the tree of liberty 1" bal hal ha! 
Your companion in arms, Mr. Boss, of Brownlow Re- 
view notoriety, seems to have fallen into the same ditch. 
I leave you to sympathize with him, and when he again 
pronounces Methodism Anti-Christ, I will tell him Bro. 
Henderson says, not so, sir; "Methodists love our com- 
mon Lord, and have exhibited a zeal in his cause [and 
of course, not the cause of Anti-Ohrist] worthy of ail 
praise." When your nerves recover from the shock 
they have received at the idea of summary removal 
from office, for unacceptability to the people, by an agent 
whose will is omnipotent in ihe premises: albeit, he 
himself is subject to a like removal, if he use tliis power 
improperly, you will see in this feature of the govena- 
ment of Methodism, a striking likeness to that feature 
in our civil government, which reposes similar power, 
but to a vastly greater extent, in the President of the 
United States. 

ANALOGY. 

I again repeat, sir, there are differences, such as I 
have before shown, between Church government and 
civil government; namely, that in the Church, Christ is 
the sole legislator; Christ calls the ministry to iheir 
sacred office; the Church can inflict no civil pains and 
penalties whatever; and in the Methodist Church, at 
least, if not in the Baptist Church, the members cau 
withdraw at pleasure. Within these limitations, the 
government of the Methodist Church is as perfect a mo- 
del of our civil government, as any Church on the Ame- 
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lican continent ctLh possibly be, and far more perfectly 
Mke the government of the United States than your 
Ohnrcb government. Look at the points of resemblance. 
Everywhere with us, the right of trial by jury is acknow- 
ledged. In our Conferences, the Democratic principle 
is established, that none should make laws but those 
who are themselves subject to them; but that in all 
things in which the laity are equally interested with 
the ministry, namely, in all our grand financial and 
other enterprises, they have equal suffrage and manage- 
ment. The itinerancy is constituted by two distinct 
acts of the membership, who first pass upon the quali- 
fications of the candidates for the itinerancy, before the 
Conference can receive them; and then the itinerancy, 
like our legislatures Or Congress, which elect their 
Speakers or President of Senates, elects its own officers. 
Our State legislature elects its Senators; so, also, does 
our Annual Conference its members of the General Con- 
ference. The Senate of the United States confirms the 
nominations of the President to the Cabinet, to the 
Courts of Europe, and, most important of all, the nom- 
inations to a lifetime oflSce in the Supreme Courts of the 
land — the Judiciary of the United States. And these 
oflScers in turn appoint their subalterns, until, often, the 
chain of appointments is removed several links from the 
people. So, also, our General Conference appoints our 
bishops and editors ; only that in the Methodist Church 
government, our appointments are not carried by many 
links so far from our people as in the civil government. 
The analogy between the two governments, within the 
limitations specified, is the closest, perhaps, that ever 
existed in our free country. If you charge such a go- 
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Ternment with being anti-Republican, consistency, it 
seems to me, would demand of you that you should de- 
vote your talents to the destruction of our civil govern- 
ment, of which the government of Methodism is so per- 
fect a model. 

With reference to the disorders in the Methodist 
Church, they are exceptions — ^few and far between — but 
with the Baptist Church, they are of common occurrence. 
Of course, you will not condemn the Southern Methodist 
Church for instituting legal process for the recovery of 
rights, denied by an abolition sentiment. Moreover, the 
very suit in question was conducted in so kind a spirit, 
as to elicit the admiration of the legal gentlemen con- 
nected with it. That your disorders are of common oc- 
currence, is not surprising to any one who considers the 
incongruous elements of your system of government; 
which cannot properly be called a government at all. 
They exist at all times. Hear the language of the Bap- 
tist papers, your own recent exchanges: "The Bible 
Union, at its anniversary refused to disclaim fellowship 
with the sentiments of Alexander Campbell." 

Again: " What a melancholy spectacle is now exhibit- 
ed in the Baptist denomination, in some sections of our 
country; brethren who ought to love each other, have 
been indulging in mutual criminations of character, so 
virulent, as would inevitably have produced bloodshed, 
had the same epithets been employed in political con- 
troversy." (Biblical Recorder, N. C, June 7th.) " The 
object of the leaders of the Bible Union is to rule or ruin 
the denomination." (Tennessee Baptist.) From the 
preamble and resolutions of the Alum Creek Baptist 
Church, Ohio, we learn that "Peter Fitzgerald had been 
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excluded, and had manifested no repentance for the 
crimes for which he was excluded." Two years after 
his exclusion, the Berlin Church, in the same county, 
investigated the charges against Fitzgerald, and ac- 
quitted him. The Alum Creek Church thereupon re- 
solved, " That we, as a Church, do solemnly protest 
against the conduct of said Berlin Church and council 
in said premises, as immoral in its tendency, and, as 
such, we disclaim fellowship with all such acts of Popery, 
J. Frey, Moderator." (Journal and Messenger, Cincin- 
nati, June 1st.) So it seems you have some Popery in 
your Church, as your own poets say. Once more : "In 
the mountains, a custom long prevailed, that Churches 
considered it a part of their Kepublican privilege to 
choose their pastoral supply from year to year:" accord- 
ingly, Thomas Stradley, anticipating this result, resign- 
ed his pastoral charge, but the party opposed to him, 
not being ready to carry out their point, deferred the 
election until the next meeting, at which twenty voted 
for him, and fifteen for James Blythe. On Sunday, when 
Stradley went to preach, " James Blythe and his party 
set up opposition preaching, within sixty or seventy 
yards of the Church." This is stated in a letter from 
Thomas Stradley, jr., to the Carolina Intelligencer, 
June 14th. Such are a few of the specimens of all 
kinds of disorder existing in the Baptist Church to this 
very day, 

I will gladly relieve your mind upon the question of 
the falsity charged upon certain positions taken against 
Methodism. If you look over my letters again, you will 
find I have not applied the term falsehood to any thing 
connected with our discussion. I pronounced the au- 
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thor of the article from the " Watchman,'* a slanderer. 
I affirmed that certain propositions extracted from it 
were false. I add now, that they were grossly slander- 
ous. You know the distinction between the terms false 
and falsehood^the former simply denies the truthful* 
ness of the matter in question — the latter charges the 
author of it with lying. Saul of Tarsus, when he deemed 
Christ an imposter, no doubt, uttered what was untrue, 
yet he was not a liar; but when Peter denied his Mas- 
ter, he uttered a falsehood, or in plainer speech, he lied. 
Under the influence of prejudice, and in almost total ig- 
norance of our system, you hare sadly misrepresented 
Methodism; in sincerity, no doubt, or you would not 
have opened your columns for this discussion. Never- 
theless, the positions which were false in the " Watch- 
man,'' are no less false in your endorsement of them. 
And no less untrue are your'own glaring errors, which I 
have so often been called to correct; such, for instance, 
as that great mistake affecting vitally the rights of 
membership in our' Churches — that a bishop can rein- 
state an expelled member, and " the word of a bishop is 
the end of all strife." And now, brother, I wot that 
through ignorance you did it, as do also other rulers 
among you. Your fault lies not in being unacquainted 
with Methodism, but in attacking us without provoca- 
tion, when you knew not what you did. It is not con- 
genial with my spirit to point out the defective work* 
ings of your disjointed government. I would rather 
look upon the Christian enterprise and sweet piety of 
many of your members. 

Nor do I look upon your government as anti-Repub- 
lican, t cannot use the word in so loose a sense; for 
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nothing can be aw^e-Republican but that which would 
overthrow a Republic; and I have no fears that you will 
attempt that: albeit your system be never so unlike our 
civil government, to which Methodism bears so striking 
a resemblance. And withal, the good sense and piety 
of your members will make you prosperous, in spite of 
the defects of your ecclesiastical economy. 

With assurances of Christian regard, 
I subscribe myself, yours in Chrigt, 

B. J. HAMILL. 

A'Uga&t 16th, 1855. 
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REPLY TO LETTER V. 

METHODIST CHURCH PROPERTY CASE. 

The " sun" and " moon" of " our Episcopacy" slightly eclipsed; 
An interesting engagement between the two wings of the "terri- 
ble army with banners;" A circuit rider slain, and a bishop pat 
hars de combat; *' Our Episcopacy" sues " our Episcopacy;" Two 
important principles evolved in ihe suit; Extracts from the 
speeches of Messrs. Lord and Johnson, the counsel for the 
claimants; Episcopal Methodism an aristocracy, which " admits 
no constituents;" The decision of the court; Each party recog- 
nizing the decision, the one by yielding to, the other by accept- 
ing the award; The relative ability of the United States Court, 
and " an obscure local organ," to injure " our Episcopacy;" 
Sorrowful sight; More than a million of the *' rank and file" of 
the " terrible army" slain at " one fell swoop;" More about the 
'^ Democratic element." 



Friendly greeting; Reasonable expectations disappointed; The Mon- 
ster affair again; A civil, not a religious movement; A tprinJcUng 
of sprinklers anK)ng the insurgents; Buck; The Jhk Fish; An in- 
teresting syllogism; The "four points" vindicated; Episcopal 
remedy for Church disorders worse than the disease; Dead pal- 
ey; Ministers' and deacons' meetings again; A practical question 
propounded to the laiiy of the Methodist Episcopal Church; 
" Hendersonian" logic; A " strictness of speech" that cuts two 
ways; No legislative authority given to the Churches by Christ 
find the Apostles; A stride towards Rome; Some plain qnes- 
tiwDis asked; The advantage which " our Episcopacy".in^A< haee 
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been to Paul and the Primitivo Churches, in rectifying their dis- 
orders; " 0aplicity;" Not responsible fo^^Eesalts where facts are 
fetated; Unkind insinuation in regard to Bishops McEendree and 
Bascom; The " man of straw" betraying tokens of sensibility; 
The charge of second-handed quotations, and garbling; An in- 
quiry after the " symbols of faith called creeds" in the aposto- 
lic age; Supposed to be the New Testament; Those who adopt 
it as their only rule of faith and conduct have something which 
can be " accurately styled Church Government;" Satisfactory 
explanation. 

** Now, therefwe, there is utterly a fault among you. because ye go to law one with 
another. Why do ye not rather take wrong? Why do ye not rather suffer youfselree 
to be defrauded?"—! Cor. vi. 7. . • 

** Money is a defence."— Solomon. 

It is proper that we again state the precise question 
at issue in this discussion. It is important that the 
reader should have it always distinctly before his mind. 
The question is this; is Methodist Episcopacy in its nature 
and tendencies, anti-Democratic and antir Republican! In 
taking the affirmative of this proposition, we have dis- 
tinctly stated from the commencement, that we are not 
attacking the patriotism of any man or set of men. We 
have been discussing a principle in ecclesiastical polity, 
which has in all ages of the world tended to abuse and 
corruption. We have been attempting to show that 
there is nothing in the Methodist complexion of Epis- 
copacy, which has inclined us to change our opinion of 
its nature and practical results. Its origin and history 
up to this time, so far as our means of information ex- 
tend, point unmistakeably to the same spiritual and 
temporal tyranny, which has marked its progress in 
every age of the world, since it first extinguished the 
rights of the Churches in the third and fourth centuries. 
And in pursuing our object, we have found it necessary 
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to bring to light some plain and startling facts — all of 
which has been done with no unkind feeling to a Irving 
soul. That there is a complexion of narrow-minded re- 
ligious prejudice, which cannot comprehend how plain 
truths, told in a plain way^ in regard to an organic 
principle of governmental economy, can comport with 
personal good will and christian charity, is by no means 
surprising. But then to yield to such an influence, 
would be to sacrifice principle to policy — ^the authority of 
God to the authority of mait— and practically to declare 
•that every reformation which has ever been attempted 
in religion, morals, and civil government, has been a 
curse to the world. And this we are not prepared to 
admit, even out of complaisance of " the largest deno- 
mination of Christians'' in this country. The more ex- 
tensive and wide-spread the evil, the greater the cause 
for alarm. 

Wo now propose to examine the " Methodist Episco- 
pal Church Property Case," as argued and decided in 
the United States Circuit Court for the Southern District 
of New York, printed and circulated under the auspices 
of the Methodist ^Episcopal Church, South and North, 
We shall try and be as brief as possible, so as to dis- 
pose of it in a single article, though we aisBure the rea* 
der that a volume could be profitably written upon this 
single case. 

And let us premise here, that if tho " Democratic ele- 
ment" really exists in tho system, it certainly could not 
have eluded the perception of the learned counsel and 
Court who argued and adjudicated that case. If ever 
an occasion offered itself in which to elucidate the ar- 
cana of " our Episcopacy," surely this was the occasion. 
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The whol^ history of its establishment and practical 
workings, for nearly three-quarters of a century, was 
placed in evidence before the Court, and expounded with 
distinguished ability by the most learned counsel on 
both sides. The jpowers of the dergy, the bishops and tra- 
velling preachers, was the point to be argued and decided 
before that august tribunal. We shall recognise the 
" Property Case," then, as involving an authentic, re- 
liable exposition of Episcopal Methodism. 

When the ministers C)f any denomination assume the 
manS.gement and control of its property, they not only 
adopt the very principle which all civil despots have 
done to enslave the people, but are guilty at the same 
time, of departing from the great work to which they 
profess to have been called by the Holy Ghost. The 
tribe of Levi, who were the spiritual teachers of reli- 
gion, were not allowed to own one foot of land, or in- 
deed any other kind of property. The Apostles them- 
selves would not so much as consent to disburse the 
benefactions of the Church at Jerusalem, among the 
poor, but asked the Church to elect seven deacons, a 
kind of board of managers, to attend to this business, 
BO that they "could give themselves entirely to the 
word of God and prayer." Observe, they did not ap- 
point these deacons themselves, but requested the 
Church to do it. We beg the reader to observe this 
principle, as we proceed to analyze this " case." 

In 1844, the General Conference assembled in the 
City of New York. A case was carried up to it 
from the State of Maryland, to this effect: A Mr. Hard- 
ing, a travelling preacher, had been deposed from the 
ministry, by the Maryland Conference, because he was 
18 
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a slave holder. Possessing the right of appeal, he ap- 
plied to the General Conference for relief. That body, 
by a very large majority, confirmid the action of the 
Maryland Conference, in deposing Mr. Harding. Im- 
mediately the question recurred — If we depose a com- 
mon circuit rider for being a slave holder, what shall we 
do with a hishop who is guilty of the same cnrm ? Bishop 
Andrew, of Georgia, (than whom a more amiable, meek, 
and pious man perhaps never endurtd the mitre,) was 
known to be a slave holder. Thid was the great question 
of the occasion. It brought on the engagement between 
the two wings of the " terrible army with banners." Ahd 
never, within the history of this Republic, has ecclesi- 
astical domination made such arrogant assumptions ta 
interfere with the civil, social, and domestic institutions 
of the country. Here is an aspect of Episcopacy which 
may well alarm the fears of the Christian and the pa- 
triot. A General Conference of the Methodist Episco- 
pal Church of the United States arraigns one of its first 
officers, and holds over him the penalty of degardation^ 
and for what ? JFor the crime of being a slave holder! — as- 
suming to interfere with an institution in the States, 
which the most rabid abolitionist declares Congress can- 
not do 1 

Well — the measure was carried. Bishop Andrew vfa9 
instructed to suspend the exercise of the functions of his bishop- 
riCf until he manumtted his slaves. Whereupon the Southern 
members of the Conference brought in a solemn protest 
against the measure, as '^ extra judicial." That protest 
was answered by a committee appointed on the part of 
the majority. Dr. Capers (the late bishop) introduce*^ 
a series of resolutions contemplating a peaceful separa- 
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tion of the South from the North, and the organization 
of a Southern General Conference. These resolutions 
also ceded to the Southern members, provided they 
should form such an organization, ** all the Churches, 
schools, colleges, cemeteries," &c., lying within their 
specified territory, and authorized the managers of the 
^' Book Concern" to negotiate an equitable division of 
its funds with s^dk commissioners as might be appoint- 
ed from the South. These resolutions were passed by 
a decided majority. And here let il be distinctly not- 
ed, that the bishops and clergy of thjp Conference, as- 
sumed the proprietorship of " all the Churches, schools, 
colleges,'/feook Concern," &c., belonging to the Metho- 
dist Episcopal Church in the United States. Time 
, and again the impression has been sought to be made, 
during this discussion, that, " with regard to the busi* 
oess in which the laity are equally interested with the 
ministry — such business as constitutes the sphere >l 
operations" of Baptist Conventions, State and general, 
they (the Methodist Episcopal Church) " have already 
lay delegation, and lay management" — and that it is 
only " tlje privilege of scattering" the " ministers to the 
four winds," appointing them to their respective fields 
of labor, that the laity have no voice. , See Bro. HamilPs 
third letter. Are the laymen of that Church '* equally 
interested with the ministry," in tlie Churches, schools, 
colleges, cemetJeties, Book Concern? &c. Bro. Hamill 
will not deny this. And yet, when the Bishops and 
clergy in General Conference assembled, assert a pro- 
prietorship in, and a right to dispose of, all this im- 
mense aggregation of Church property in the United 
States, not a single layman's voice was ever heard in 
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the council that argued, or the vote that decided the 
fate of this measure! Nay, further: in the parties liti- 
gant in the famous lawsuit we propose reviewing, as 
appears upon the face of the " bill," there is not the 
name of a single layman upon either side I 

But to proceed : After the Conference adjourned, sun- 
dry scruples suggested themselves to the minds of the 
Northern jnanagers of the " Book OoQcern," as to whe- 
ther the seceding party, (the Southern division) could 
be legitimately recognized as a Methodist Episcopal 
Church — whethcj;^ the admission of such a principle 
would not destroy the unity of the Church — whether the 
Church have the right to cut itself in twain, and thus 
commit a kind of moral suicide, &c. &c. They, there- 
fore, refused to enter into the negotiation with the 
Southern commissioners, as directed bvthe General 
Conference. Under the leadership of Henry B. Bascom, 
than whom they could not have chosen a more chival- 
rous generalissimo, the Southern wing of the ** terrible 
army with banners" organized its forces, and immedi- 
ately issued a summons to the Northern wing of the 
" terrible army with banners," to " 7neet them at f^hilippir 
when and where, "with " weapons of warfare ttat were 
carnal," they should decide who was to heir the " images 
and superscriptions" of Uncle Sam. 

We wish that time and space would allow us to enter 
into the full merits of this case. We have only time to 
establish two points which directly bear upon the ques- 
tion we are discussing. 

First: 77uit the J^ethodist Episcopal Church of the United 
States, in its governmental economy, is nothing more nor less 
than the bishops and travelling clergy. 
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Secondly: That they have no coNSTiruENTg. They are 
sovereign, and are accountable to no power on earth 
but to their own consciences. 

Now for the proof of these propositions. Mr. Lord, 
one of the council for the claimants, spoke as follows: 
"In vain you look into this Methodist system, prior 
to 1808, for any restrictions on the General Conference 
of that Church. If that body had chosen to become So- 
cinian ; if it had chosen to adopt the Presbyterian or 
Baptist forms, either of government or of doctrine, it 
was in its power to do it. There was no limit. They 
represented the Church — they were the Church The 
Church dispersed its light from the preachers. The 
laity were not known in the governing body. Matters 
of doctrine, discipline, and everything were in the go- 
verning body. If that was so up to 1808, what was 
that body after that period? It was the same General 
Confer enceP Prop. Case, p. 163. 

The Hon. Reverdy Johnson, who also represented the 
Southern Commissioners in that case, spoke thus: "This 
Church, be it remembered, even unto the present time, 
ajDd I spQak it in no offensive sense, as regards its gov- 
ernment, has been absolutely, since the days of Wesley, 
an aristocracy. Laymen have^ had, and now have no 
voice in it. If there is a layman within the sound of 
my voice, he knows he has no voice now. Heretofore, they 
have been satisfied with the government. They have 
acted upon the saying of Pope-^ 

* For fonns of government let fools contest, 
That which is best administered, is best.' 

They perhaps will be found changing their opinion, 
when they find that it is not always best adnainistered. 
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" Now I want to know, if the entire sovereign power 
of the Church was in the ministers, the preachers, what 
other body on the face of God's earth wad there in 1808 
lipon which to devolve the power of dividing the Church, 
which must have been in the ministers, than the Confer- 
ence of 1808. The ministers made the Church. The 
ministers, in the governmental sense, are the Church, 
The sovereigns are the ministers, and if it be a part of 
the sovereign power, in a body of this description, to 
divide itself, then that power existed in the Conference 
of ministers of 1808, or it is gone. The admission is, 
that it cannot be extinguished. It is absolute, inherent, 
and alienable, as my brother, Mr. Choate, admitted. A 
body unlimited in the authority to create, is equally un- 
limited in the authority to destroy, responsible only to 
their consciences for the manner in which either author- 
ity is exercised." Meth, Ch, Property Cast, p. 331. 

Again: on page 328, speaking of the action of the 
Conference of 1184, Mr. Johnson said — " Thej admit no 
constituency. The time is perhaps comingj when in ail pro- 
hahility^ they will he obliged to admit one for the good of the 
Church, They resolve for themselves, and for themselvm 
ALONE, as the possessors of ALL ECCLESIASTICAL 
POWER known to the Methodist Churchy to carry out the 
particular organization autliorizcd by John Wesley, 
without any other authority than his, and their own convic- 
tion that the good of the Church demanded such a spe- 
cial and particular organization." And still further, on 
page 329, Mr. J. continues: '* No modicum of power was 
left elsewhere. The' Church was not to look elsewhere 
for any portion of authority." We could quote much more 
to the same purpose, but this is sufficient. 



METHODIST EPISCOPACY. 211 

Now, let us sum up this evidence. Here are two of 
the first lawyers in the Union, employed by the com* 
plainants, the commissioners of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, South, to defend their rights to an equitable di- 
vision of "Church property" before the United States' 
Circuit Court, relying wholly upon the evidence which 
they furnished to their hand, declaring what? That the 
Conference of 1784, composed of sixty travelling preach- 
ers, with Messrs Asbury and Coke at their head, in 
adopting the doctrines -^and discipline of that Church, 
"admit no constituency" — that "not one particle of 
power was left elsewhere — that laymen have had, and 
now have ne voice in it — that the ministers compose the 
Church — that in a governmental sense they are the 
Chprch— fAa/ it is absolutely an ARISTOCRACY— that it 
possesses unlimited power to create and to destroy — that 
it could have become Socinian had it chosen to do so — 
and that it is respon^Me to no tribunal on earth but 
the consciences of those who wield its authority I" All 
this, and much more of like character, was solemnly 
pronounced, as already intimated, by two of the ablest 
lawyers of the United States, before one of the highest 
judicial functionaries of the country, as an exposition 
of MethdSist Episcopacy, and published to the world 
tinder the auspices of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South and North I And yet for daring to question its 
Republicanism, we are to be denounced by its patented 
journals as a demagogue^ a higot^ an ignoramus, a legitimate 
child of the father of lies! 

But we have higher evidence than all this to sustain 
our position. After the case was elaborately argued 
by such men as Johnson, Choate JLord and Wood, Judge 

m 4 
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Nelson delivered the opinion of the Court, from which 
wc make the following extract: 

" 2. As to the power of the General Conference to 
authorise a separation of the Church organization. 

The Methodist Episcopal Church of the United States 
was established, in its government, doctrine, and disci- 
pline, by a General Conference of the travelling preach- 
ers in this communion, in 1784. Down to that time, the 
Methodist Societies in America had been governed by 
John Wesley, the founder of this denomination of Chris- 
tians, through the agency of iiis assistants. During 
this year, the entire government was taken into the 
hands of the travelling preachers with his approbation 
and assent. They organized it, established its doctrines 
and discipline, appointed the several authorities — su- 
perintendents or bishops, ministers and preachers — to 
administer its polity, and promulgate its doctrines and 
teaching throughout the land. From, that time to this, 
the source and fountain of all its temporal power are 
the travelling preachers in this connection in General 
Conference assembled. The lajr j^fiembers of the Church 
have no part or connection with its governmental organ- 
ization, and never had. The travelling preachers com- 
prise the embodiment of its power, ecclesiastical and 
temporal ; and, when assembled in General Conference 
according to the usages and discipline of the Churdti, 
represent themselves, and have no constituents: and 
thus the organization continued until thg ^^r 1808, 
when a modification took place." Appendix Prop. Gkse, '' 
pp. 10, 11. 

The " modification " to which Judge Nelson alludes, 
relates to the organization of a General out of the An- 
nual Conferences, which occurred in 1808. The Judge 
then proceeds to show that that modification did not af- 
fect in the slightest degree the principle he had laid 
down, to wit: That the bishops and clergy in General 
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Conference assembled embodied all the power, " eccle- 
siastical and temporal," known in their governmental 
economy. 

Th^ decision of the Court, then, sustains every posi- 
fion taken by the counsel. We will state these positions 
again in still fewer words, confirmed by the extract 
from the opinion of the Court: All the derived power 
which the bishops and clergy of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church ever had came, not from the Churches^ but from 
John Wesley — they established its doctrines and disci- 
pline — created its oiEcers to administer its polity — they 
are the source and fountain of all its power — laymen 
have no connection with its governmental organization 
atid never had — and when assembled in Oeueral Con- 
feropce according to the usage and diJfcipline of the 
Church; represent themselves, AND HAVE NO CONSTIT- 
UENTS I No hill of exceptions was filed to this decision. 
The Methodist Episcopal Church, North, yielded to, 
and the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, accepted 
the award I Both divisions of the Church stand com- 
mitted to this decision, a» containing a true and faith- 
ful exposition of the governmental economy of that 
Church. Why have we never heard these lawyers and 
Judges denounced as demagogues and higols — and as ig- 
norant of the Subject they were adjudicating ? They 
aver, that so far as government is concerned, (and that 
is the ONLY subject we are discussing,) the bishops and 
travelling clergy are, de fado^TRE Church — that in its 
legiela^ve and administrative economy, its lay members 
are unsown — that it is an aristocracy — and Juis no consHt- 
uents. Now, if all this were untrue, can any man sup- 
'pose for one moment, that the North would have yielded 
its claim to four hundred thous^ dollars, and that the 
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South would have accepted it? Is the " Democratic ele- 
ment" in the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, ifU 
ever existed, worth only four hundred thousand dollars? 
And yet, to secure that pitiful sum, the six hui^red 
thousand private members in the Southern division of 
that Church, and, we may add, a larger number in the 
Northern division, aggregating a million and a half, or 
nearly so, of American citizens, are recognized by the 
public records of the country, in their ecclesiastical re- 
lations, as below the rank of common citizens — as being no 
constituents!! We do not design to introduce degrad- 
ing comparisons ; but we must be permitted to ask, what 
more humiliating language could be used in regard to 
the subjects of the most absolute despotisms on earth, 
than that thc^ **are no constituents?" Methodists 1 Igcal 
preachers and private members! lovers of God, of truth, 
of liberty, and of your country! 

" If you have nature in you, bear it not I" 

'*The travelling preachers comprise the embodiment of 
its poioer, ecclesiastical and TEMPORAL; and token 
assembled in General Conference, according to the usage 
and discipline of the Church, represent themselves, and 
HAVE NO coNsrrruENTsl" What more have we ever saidl 
Why is it, we again ask, that Judges Nelson aifd 
Betts, the Hon. Reverdy Johnson, and his colleagues, 
have never been held to account for uttering such lan- 
guage as this? Was it because four hundred thousand 
dollars depended upon the maintenance of these doc- 
trines? Or rather was it not because thet sik)ee the 
TRUTH? Why is it that they have escaped the eccle- 
siastical lash of the guardians of episcopacy, religi- 
ous and political, wh||| "an obscure local organ," to 
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use the very delicate and f^tspectftd language of a Method- 
ist contemporary, for alleging nothing more than this, 
is to be denounced as guilty of " the lowest piece ofde- 
magogueismj and narrow minded bigotry that has yet 
transpired I"* The United States Court was certainly 
capable of inflicting a more serious injury upon " our 
Episcopacy" than an " obscure local organ." And yet, 
when that decision was announced, the editors of all 
Jthe#[ethodist journals, South, congratulated themselves 
and their Church, upon the successful termination of the 
suit, and accepted the award of the Court without so 
much as questioning, so far as we know, a single prin- 
ciple upon which it was made. " Our Episcopacy" sues 
" our Episcopacy" at one of the highest judicial tribu- 
nals of the country. The parties litigant prove to the 
satisfaction orthe counsel and judges, that the bishops 
and travelling preachers " made the Church;" that the 
bishops and travelling preachers " are, in the govern- 
mental sense, the Church;" that " this Church ever has 
been, and is now absolutely an aristocracy;" that they 
"admit no constituency, and have no constituency." And 
the solemn claim is set up by these champions, that Me- 
thodist Episcopacy, as a distinct form of government, 
not only harmonizes with, but wonderfully illustrates 
and strengthens those great fundamental principles 
which constitute the substratum of our glorious Eepub- 
lic; that all men are created equal; that all power is 
inherent in the people; and, that the will of the people, 
constitutionally expressed, is the law of the land 1 1 He 
that ORn believe it, let him! All we have to say is, we 
envy not the huge dimensions of that credulity, which 
can swallow that camel. 

* N. 0. Christian Advocate. 
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Such, tlicn, was the engAgement between the two 
wings of this " terrible army with banners." Let us 
now survey the field of battle, after this " terrible" con- 
flict, and try to estimate the " loss and gain" upon each 
Bide of the combatants. The Southern wing of the 
"terrible army" lost a circuit rider (Harding) and had a 
bishop (Andrew) put hors de combat^ among the regular 
officers of the line. The Northern wing lost about four 
hundred thousand dollars, which of course was gfiii^ 
by the Southern wing, and which, to that extent, coutt- 
pensated for the loss of their officers. But now as to 
the "jank and file" upon either side — the heart sickens 
at the scene of carnage. 

" If you Lave tears, prepare to shed them now." 

Up to the time of the commencement of this engage- 
ment, it was understood by the o^cial organs of the two 
wings, that the " constituency," Ifce common soldiers 
of the " terrible army," amounted in the aggregate to 
about one million two or three hundred thousand. But 
alas I from the despatches which have reached us from 
the scene of conflict, signed and sealed by the proper 
officers, not one common soldier survives, to commemo- 
rate in verse or history, the deeds of valor which were 
performed at Philippil The despaffch reads— " THEY 
HAVE NO CONSTITUENTS!" They had claimed up 
to that date, " a constituency" of between a million and 
a million and a half. At the close of the engagement, 
Judge Nelson declares there is none I no, not one! Ma- 
rathon, Actium, and Waterloo — Saratoga, New Orleans 
and Sebastopol — hide you diminished heads I Here is a 
" terrible army wiCh banners," which, at one fell swoop, 
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annihilates a " constituency " of almost a million and 
a half! 

But look at another aspect of this power claimed for 
the bishops and travelling clergy in General Conference 
assembled. Says Mr. Lord, one of the counsel for the 
complainants, and of course good authority with the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South, " IS that body (the 
General Conference) had chosen to become Socinian; 
Mf it had chosen to adopt the Presbyterian or Baptist 
forms, either of government or doctrine, it was in its 
power to do it." Whatl change the whole Methodist 
denomination in the United States into a Socinian body? 
Or into a Presbyterian or Baptist organization, both in 
discipline and doctrine? "Yes," says Mr. Lord, "there 
was no limit;, they represented the Church; they were 
THE Church;" "They admit no constituents," responds 
Mr. Johnson; "They have no constituents," says the 
Court! Now, so far as we know, none of the organs of 
that Church had ever denied these positions of the coun- 
sel and Cojg^t. Indeed, upon their successful mainten- 
ance, dcpcnaed the issue of the pending suit. If the 
sovereign power did not belong to the bishops and 
clergy of that Church, they had no right to divide its 
property. But if the sovereign power did reside there; 
if " not a modicum of power was left elsewhere," — then, 
as a matter of course, that power could be exercised 
upon all questions of doctrine or discipline without be- 
ing responsible to any authority for its exercise " but 
their own consciences." Need we ask, can the most 
stubborn incredulity itself deny, if this be a faithful ex- 
position of Episcopal Methodism, that it is a system of 
CLERICAL ABSOLUTISM. 
19 
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Now, reader, do you not agree with us that it will 
take a microscope of a hundred fold more power than 
bas yet revealed the wonders of a universe in a single 
drop of water, to discover the " Democratic element" in 
a system which '' admits no constituents" — which *' haa 
no constituents." 



We congratulate Brother Hamill upon his safe return 
to the people of his charge. With a right good will we 
again bid him welcome to our columns, sincerely trust- 
ing that his respite will enable him to enlighten us more 
fully upon the Democracy of " our Episcopacy." Again, 
also, must we commend him for the very kind spirit 
which pervades his article. It is so very different from 
that which has been manifested towards us by sundry 
of his brethren, in several of the ^^ Advocates ^^ that the 
task of responding to it is a real pleasure to us. We 
trust that this discussion will prove one thing to the 
aeusitive and censorious, and that is, that it is possible 
for Christian men to discuss their differences with the kindest 
feelings to each other, as well as in a Christian spirits 

We had hoped, after the lapse of so many weeks, thai 
our brother was preparing an article entirely upon the 
question at issue between us. When lol the very first 
paragraph containff'another allusion to the " madmen of 
Munster," as they are called. On reflection, however, 
wo suppose that the Munster insurrection has about as 
•much connection with Methodist Episcopacy, as Me- 
thodist Episcopacy has with American Democracy. We 
suppose we must inform our brother that that movement 
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in Germany was not a religions, but a political one. It9 
promoters were what were subsequently known in Eng- 
land as " fifth monarchy men.'' Various sects were en- 
gaged ia it. One of its leaders, on one occasion, spi in' 
kied several hundreds of his followers with a mop — 
somewhat after the manner Mr. Wesley supposed John 
sprinkled the crowds that came to his ministry on the 
banks of the Jordan. Now, it strikes us that this is not 
exactly Baptistic. Buck says: "It must be acknow- 
ledged that tlie true rise of the insurrection of this period 
ought not to be attributed to religious opinions." "A 
great part were Ana-Baptists. * * * A great part 
also, were Roman Catholics, and a still greater part had 
no religious principles at all." 

Then l^llows a pretty long episode upon " close com* 
munion** «ittJ?l /" Baptist anarchy." Indeed, most of the 
article is taketi^^p with the latter subject. Now, Bro. 
Hamill, if you could demonstrate, not only to the satis- 
faction of every Methodist, but of every thinking man on 
earth, that Baptist Churches in this country were line- 
ally descended from the Munster insurrectionists — nay, 
further, that the first Baptist Church was organized in 
the bottomless pit, and was one of the "unclean spirits'* 
which John saw issuing from the mouth of " the beasf* 
— what would all that have to do with the plain, practi- 
cal question at issue between us — " Is Methodist Epis- 
copacy anti-Republican?' Ichthyologists inform us, that 
there belongs to the finny tribe, a singular species, 
which has the power, when pursued by an enemy, of 
throwing out a dark, muddy substance, which has much 
tbe same effect upon the water that a cloud has upon 
the Atmosphere. And having created this pavilion of 
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darkness, it very dexterously eludes the pursuit of its 
foe. It is called the " Ink FishP Verbum sat. 

Seriously, Brother Hamill, what would " Hedge" pro- 
nounce of your logic, if the foregoing were adduced as 
specimens I You set out to show, what? Why "the 
striking analogy between the Methodist Church govern- 
ment and the government of the United States." This 
you do, first by appealing to the insurrection among the 
peasants of Germany, in the sixteenth century; second- 
ly, to " close communion," as you call it, as practised 
among Baptists; and thirdly, to Baptist anarchy I That 
is — there was an insurrection in Germany, in the six- 
teenth century — moreover, the Baptists practice " close, 
communion," — and still further, (how astonishingly cu- 
mulative the argument?) Baptist Churches sometimes 
get into confusion: Therefore^ there is a " striking ana- 
logy between the government of the Methodist Episco- 
pal Church and the government of the United States I" 
Shades of Locke, Keid, and Hedge 1 what profound rea- 
soning! But, as already intimated, that penetration 
which can evolve the " Democratic element" in " our 
Episcopacy," can find no difficulty in demonstratir,g the 
logical connection between the premises and conclusion 
of the above argument. 

mha four j^oints we suggested as organic elements in 
a New Testament Church, are " partly correct," but 
" may need some emendation." Well, what are these 
emendations? First, as to the constituency of a gospel 
Church, Brother HamilPs answer varies from ours only 
so far as to include, we suppose, " seekers." But as we 
did not set out to ascertain the constituency of a Me- 
thodist, but an Apostolic Church, there is no need of a 
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serious reply. Our position remains impregnable, that 
in the Apostles' age, Churches were composed of " saints, 
faithful brethren, the sanctified, saved," &c. Secondly: 
to our question — Are these saints and faithful ones com- 
petent to govern themselves — he answers: "They are, 
within certain limitations." These limitations are, that 
Christ has given the fundamental laws — that the Spirit 
calls men to the ministry — that the Church may judge 
who are called to the holy office — positions, these, which 
Baptists have held from time immemorial — and finally, 
" to bear some sort of rule in the Church of God, as Paul 
saith, ' Eemember them who have the rule over you,' &c. 
and may also do whatever else is necessary for good govern^ 
mentP' Pretty large margin this. Brother Hamill. 
Who are to judge of what is necessary for " good go- 
vernment," the rulers or the governed? It reminds us 
of the last article in the rules of a well known academy 
in a neighboring State: That as no system of rules 
could meet every emergency, especially in the govern- 
ment of naughty boys, much would be left to the discretion 
of the teachers. Reader, is not our brother demonstrat- 
ing the " democratic elemenf' with a vengeance? Thirdly: 
Has the New Testament inculcated any form of Church 
government? His answer to this is somewhat like 
"our Episcopacy," a little difficult to understand. 
If, however, we can comprehend his meaning, he 
answers it negatively. He thinks from the "brevity 
of Scripture, the variety of mental character, the fair 
lUnlity of even good m/en^^ &c., that confessions of faith, 
or creeds," may " serve as points of union among 
Christians, and as defences against the encroach- 
ments of error." Now, there is but one way to test the 
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correctness of any principle; and that is to observe its 
practical operation. A few plain questions and answers 
may suggest to the mind of the reader all that need be 
said upon this point. What divides the various denomi- 
nations of Christians from each other? Creeds. What 
keeps up this division, and makes it more marked every 
year? Creeds. What is the first thing that every new 
sect does that springs up in the country ? It " draws 
up a symbol of faith, called a creed." Does this effect 
a " union" of this sect " among Christians?" It separates 
its members /row all other Christians. What is the first 
step to effect a union among all Christians? The des- 
truction of that which now separates them — their creeds. 
What is the next step? The adoption of the Bible, and 
the Bible only, as the entire rule of faith and practice. 
The truth is, human creeds may make pretty good ser* 
vants, but most wretched masters. Our brother gives 
one very singular reason why this discretionary power 
should be left in the hands of men. It is the ^'fallibility 
even of good mtnP Human fallihility^ it seems to us, is a 
pretty good reason why " even good" but uninspired 
men, should not be trusted to draft a constitution for a 
divine government. As to " creeds" being barriers to 
" error," we think the reverse. We think that they 
foster error. A Presbyterian denounces Methodism as 
"anti-Christ." A Methodist avers that the cherished 
dogma of Presbyterianism, " eternal, particular, uncon- 
ditional election," emanated from the bottomless pit, 
and that it will return thither. Are ikey both righi? 
And how long will it take their " creeds'*^o effect a 
union among these " Christians?" But, Fourthly, to the 
question: Do the Churches belong to the ministry, or 
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the ministry to the Churches? our brother responds: 
" Neither, but both," &c., and to prove this, he refers 
to a passage, upon which all despotic hierarchies have 
always insisted, " expounding it with a richness and 
an unction as if the very substance of God's message 
to man were therein summarily comprehended," says 
Isaac Taylor. The passage is this — " Obey them that 
have the rule over you in the Lord." But in what were 
they to obey them? Why clearly in their spiritual 
instructions and admonitions? Ministers are members 
of the Churches, and as such have all the rights of 
other members. The office to which they are called, 
is a spiritual, not a temporal office. The injunction is 
purely a spiritual one, for the Apostle immediately 
adds, " they (these ministers) watch for souls." Does it 
need a serious argument to prove that Churches have 
the right to control that which emanates from them- 
selves — the property? Yet Judge Nelson, as we have 
seen, declares that in the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
" the travelling preachers comprise the embodiment of 
its power, ecclesiastical and temporal," &c. So that 
Episcopal Methodism places in the hands of its bishops, 
and travelling clergy, all power, spiritual and temporal, 
known in its organization. " Not a modicum of it is left 
elaewhere." It is, therefore, in the true and proper 
sense of that term, a system of clerical absolutism. Our 
brother speaks of the " checks and balances" of the sys* 
tem. Where are these " checks and balances?" Bishop 
Hamline affirms that they recognize " no tribunal to 
cure errors or rectify wrongs." Mr. Johnson avers, 
" they are responsible to no authority but their own 
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consciences" for the exercise of their power. Where, 
then, are its " checks and balances?" We claim, then, 
that all our positions remain impregnable. 

But our apology for disorders among Baptist Churches, 
was quite lame. So, doubtless, the friends of monarchy 
think in regard to our " apologies" for occasional out- 
breaks in our popular form of government — such as is 
now rife in the State of Massachusetts in regard to the 
fugitive slave law. They could, no doubt read us 
many lectures upon monarchy as being a ** system of 
surpassing energy." Now, the only reasons why we 
cannot accept the remedy which " our Episcopacy" pro- 
poses for these evils, are, First: It is unscriptural, as 
we think; Secondly: It is worse than the disease. The dead 
palsy would free us from all sensations of pain, heat, 
cold, wounds, and strokes. It is a " system of surpass- 
ing energy." Indeed, it is a kind of -universal panacea 
for all diseases. Once let it fasten upon the system, 
and we are molested no more with other " disorders." 
But ; the reader can supply the commentary. 

That " exceedingly powerful advice," given at the 
Tuskegee ministers' and deacons' meeting, still haunts 
our brother's imagination. It was an " inquisitorial 
tax!" Now, reader, we attended that meeting, as we 
have already informed you, and participated in its pro- 
ceedings in some humble degree; and the sum and sub- 
stance of that " threatened exclusion" and " inquisito- 
rial tax" was this: The members who composed that 
meeting, expressed their opinions in two resolutions, 
introduced by a private member — First: That covetous- 
ness was idolatry, and that no idolater ought to be re- 
tained in the Church. This is the *' threatened exclu- 
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sion !" Secondly: That in meeting the necessary expens- 
es of our Churches, we ought to obey the rule laid down 
by Paul, viz.: That every man should contribute "accord- 
ing as God hath prospered him." And this is the " in- 
quisitorial taxation 1" The issue upon these points is 
not between us and Brother Hamill, but between him 
and God's word. The " fig leaf" was placed there by 
the divine penman. Let him " tear it away " if he can. 
Yes, we do cling to the allegation, that your bishops 
and travelling clergy imposed articles of faith and a 
form of government upon your members without their 
consent. The Conference which adopted your Book of 
Discipline " represented themselves, and had no consti- 
tuents," says Judge Nelson. " He who has no right to 
the thing ho possesses," says Dr. Barrow, " cannot pre: 
scribe or plead any length of time to make his posses- 
sion lawful." If the original exercise of this power were 
arbitrary; if it " admitted no constituency;" if it were 
underivcd; then its exercise for a thousand years never 
can make it anything else. We have a practical ques- 
tion to ask — not Brother Hamill, nor any bishop or cler- 
gyman of his Church, but the laity — those who, but for 
the occurrence of the " Church Property Case," we would 
call "the Church," — and it is this: If tliQ adoption of 
your form of government^ your J^Jpiscopacy, were now an 
original question, and your General Conference were to grant 
you the same privilege which the NatioTial Convention, who 
formed our federal constitution , gave to the several States, to 
receive or reject it, HOW MANY OP YOU WOULD 
VOTE FOR IT 7 How many of you would adopt, volun* 
tarily, a form of government, if your rulers wovZd allow you 
the privilege^ which would not recognize you as ** constituents^" 
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But our logic upon this point is peculiarly ** Hender- 
Bonian." Now, we do not aspire to the distinction of 
founding a new school in logic. True, it does require a 
new system of logic to evolve the "Democratic element" 
in a system of government which "has no constituents.'* 
But wc must beg our brother to believe us sincere when 
we say, we are too modest to aspire to that distinction. 
That a certain proposition should be either true or false, 
" is sheer nonsense," is it? Well, if our brother will 
enlighten us as to how much truth and falsehood may 
dwell together in the same proposition, in fraternal sym- 
pathy, we think he will make an achievement in logic 
which will bear the palm from us I " Did our preachers 
manufacture them?" — (faith and discipline, we suppose, 
be means) — asks Brother Ilamill. " They organized it,** 
answers Judge Nelson; " estaplished its doctrines and 
discipline, appointed the several authorities — superin- 
tendents or bishops, ministers and preachers — to ad- 
minister its polity, and promulgate its doctrines and 
teaching throughout the land." And yet, for saying that 
the bishops and clergy, in "establishing its doctrines 
and discipline," imposed them upon the Churches with- 
out their consent, we utter " sheer nonsense!" " If that 
body (the General Conference) had chosen to become 
SociNiAN," says Mr. Lord, " if it had chosen to adopt the 
Presbyterian or Baptist forms, either of government or 
doctrine, it was in its power to do it." Why? " Because," 
Bays Mr. Johnson, " it admitted no constituency." How 
is the weather now. Brother Hamill — " hot " or " cold?" 
Is our " logic lucid " enough? 

" Our fathers taught that the Holy Scriptures con- 
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tained all things necessary to salvation." Very well; 
we only wish their children would believe them. 

But "in strictness of speech, there can be no such 
thing as the Baptist Church." True, Brother Hamill, 
and we thank God for it. Baptists repudiate such ver- 
nacular as implies such a centralization of power as that 
phrase does. We have Baptist Churches — but to apply 
the term " The Baptist Church " to this community of 
CJhurches, is a phrase not of our coining. In the New 
Testament, when a single Church is intended, it is so 
named — "the Church at J]phesus" — "the Church at 
Corinth," &c. But when a district of country is alluded 
to, in which there are several Churches, the phraseology 
is changed, and we read of " the seven Churches of 
Asia," — "' as in all the Churches of the saints," &c. Now, 
suppose we adopt Bro. HamilPs " strictness of speech," 
as applicable to " our Episcopacy," and see how it will 
work. It is claimed that there are nearly a million and 
a half of members in the Methodist Episcopal Church in 
the United States. (It is-oiily, however, according to 
the latest statistics that we have seen, about one mil- 
lion three hundred thousand.) In the •" Church Property 
Case," it was argued by the counsel that " the minis- 
ters were the Church," and decided by the Court, that 
these ministers, the bishops and travelling preachers, 
when assembled in Conference, according to the rules 
and usages of the Church, represented themselves, and 
"had no constituents." Therefore, "in strictness of 
speech," the Methodist Episcopal Church in the United 
States, instead of having nearly a million and a half, 
have only a membership of between six and seven thou- 
taikd! "0, what a fall was there, my countrymenl'' 



228 A DISCUSSION ON 

That " strictness of speech," Brother Hamill, is no mean 
scythe, to cut off so many heads at one stroke. Truly, 
is "our Episcopacy'' a " terrible army with banners!" 

" Where there is no legislature, and your own autho- 
rities tell us you have none, there can be no legislative 
representatives." Most truly spoken. Brother Hamill, 
and we thank you for the compliment, and if you will 
not esteem it arrogance in us, we will undertake to en- 
lighten you a little now, and more hereafter, when this 
discussion closes, upon Baptist sentiments on this sub- 
ject. We do most religiously believe that Jesus Christ 
and his Apostles and evangelists did all the legislation 
necessar}' for his Churches in all ages. We believe that 
the "creed" and " form of government" which they draft- 
ed, and which is known as the New Testament, is the 
product of infinite wisdom, and far preferable to the 
one adopted by sixty Methodist preachers in 1T84. As 
Christ only can know what is pleasing to himself, we 
are afraid to "add to" or "take from" that document, 
a single "jot or tittle." If it had been written by un- 
inspired men, like "our Book of Discipline," it might 
have needed " mending;" but, as it emanated from Him 
who " saw the end from the beginning," we feel incom- 
petent to add anything to it by our " legislation." If 
we can understand and apply its teachings to the ob- 
jects intended, it is all that wo aspire to. The lustre 
of the sun at mid-day would not likely be much increas- 
ed by the additition of a few flickering tapers. 

We confess Brother Hamill is leading us into some 
light upon the sacramental communion question. He 
informs us that he would not hesitate to administer the 
communion to persons baptized in any way (and so we 
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flay, provided they have been baptized) ; and that Eoman 
Catholic baptism is just as current as any other (a 
pretty long stride toward Rome, we think) ; and still 
further — if ihey have not hem bajptized at ally and give evi- 
dence of a desire to flee the wrath to come, &c., he is 
ready to commune with them. We say Brother Hamill 
is enlightening us — First: we begin now to understand 
the import of a phrase quite common among his breth- 
ren. It is very usual for them to characterize their de- 
nomination as " a branch of the Church." Methodism 
was established by a " presbyter " of the Church of Eng- 
land. The English Church established by a Catholic 
King, Uenry VIII. So that the English Episcopal Church 
becomes the connecting link between " the branch " and 
the original " stock." Our brother's Roman Catholic 
proclivities are quite significant. Traces of the family 
likeness are preserved with singular faithfulness and 
tenacity even to the third generation. But, secondly: it 
matters not whether the applicant for communion has 
ever been baptized in any way, or by anybody; our bro- 
ther will not refuse the communion to him on that ac- 
count 1 Well, " a decent respect for the opinions of man- 
kind" has always induced writers on religious subjects 
to give one of two reasons at least for every item of 
faith and practice which they may adopt. Either, first, 
it is taught in the Scriptures, or, secondly, it is taught 
in the " Fathers." That is, it is either scriptural or tra- 
ditional. True, there is a wide difference between the 
two; but as already intimated, it is common even 
among Catholics to allege one or the other of these. 
But our brother does neither. Now, we say, if there is 
a single precept or example in all God's word to autho- 
20 
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rize the administration of the Lord's Supper to an tni' 
baptized person, it was in bis power to have produced 
it. But this he has not pretended to do. And as to th« 
other, to wit: the teachings of the " Fathers/' we wifl 
quote for our brother's special edification, the declarar 
tion of Dr. Wall: " No Church ever gave the communion 
to any persons before they were bapti2ied. AnK>ng ail 
the absurdities that were ever held, none ever maintaia* 
ed that any person should partake of the communion 
before they were baptized." Hist. Inf. Bap., part ii. cL 
9. Were it necessary, we could make similar quota- 
tions from Justin Martyr, Jerome, Austin, Bede, Sco., 
among the ancient fathers; and from Drs. Manton, Dod* 
dridge, Dwight, &c., among modern divines. 

Will Brother Hamill answer us the following plain 
questions, without any circumlocution? 

First: Does the Discipline authorize him to administer 
the communion to any person who is guilty of that for 
which he would be excluded from the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church f 

Second.; Would a man be excluded from that Church 
for persistently inveighing against its doctrines and 
discipline? And 

Thirdly: K such offensive person should happen to 
be a Presbyterian or a Baptist, would the offence be 
less on that account? 

If our brother had lived contemporaneous with Paul, 
he might have saved that Apostle a deal of trouble* 
He might have said to him: " Why, Paul, why don't you 
frame your ecclesiastical government after the model of 
* our Episcopacy 1' Why put yourself to the trouble of 
writing to tike various Churches, entreating them to ar» 
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test tile tide of * anarchy and confusion, inaocnrately 
«tyied . . . Church goverament? Just accept our pa- 
naoea fc^: all these evils— our * system of surpassing en- 
ergy' will soon quell all these * disorders' which give 
you so much painj Let them Imow that * the will ' of 
their pastors and teachers ^ is omnipotent in the pre- 
mises;' that they are not * constituents f that 'notamo- 
dkum of power ' has ever heen committed to them. Do 
this, Paul, and, my word for it, the Churches will no 
more be troubled witii 'anarchy and confusion!' " "True," 
Paul might have replied, " we have already exhorted the 
Churches to 'Stand fast in iheiiherty wherewith Christ 
hath made them free, and to be not cMangkd again with 
the yoke of bondage/ and with what face can we now 
recall that exhortation. No I We have no such custom; 
neither the Churches of God." 

Then, too^ we have ^* charged the bishops with du- 
plicity,** &c. We have quoted what Mr. Wesley said, 
and what the bishops and travelling preachers did, and 
left the reader to draw his own inference. One party 
«ays that Mr. Wesley " preferred the Episcopal mode of 
Church government to any other, and that he ordained 
Thomas Coke« LL.D. to the Episcopal office/' &c. The 
other party (Mr. Wesley) says, he ** had rather be call- 
ed a knave^ ^fool, a rascal, or a scoundrel, than to be call- 
ed a bishop!^ We have put these two statements to- 
gether; and if ** duplicity " is the result, we are not 
answerable. 

In Baptist Churches, men enter the ministry by the 
joint co-operation of the Church and its eldership; so 
that Brother Mercer's opinions are just those which are 
entertained by all his Baptist brethren. 
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Wo have not " abandoned our position on the Church 
Property question " yet, Brother Hamill, as you will have 
seen in the first part of this article. As to the publica- 
tion of a " deed '^ of some Methodist Church, that were a 
work of supererogation, since we have the decision of the 
United States Circuit Court upon the " Property Ques- 
iion." If the right to the " Church property " does not 
vest in the bishops and travelling preachers, how could 
they have transferred " all the churches, colleges, ceme- 
teries," &c., &c., South, to the Southern division of that 
Church? Uow could they have divided the " Book 
Fund?" The laws of the country have setlUd that question. 

But our insinuation in reference to Bishops McKen- 
dree and Bascom " was utterly unworthy of" us I Let 
us see. Before they were elevated to the Bishop's chair, 
they were loud in their denunciations of this " system of 
surpassing energy." McKendree went so far as to 
withdraw from the Conference, on account of the des- 
potic sway of its Bishops. Bascom declared that its 
rulers were **d^ facto, religious tyrants, because they as- 
sumed and exercised rights that do not and can not in 
the nature of things belong to them." Rights, (S:c., Art, 
IT. After the mitre was placed upon their heads, dU 
these complaints were hushed. That sUence was ominous of 
something. They were but men — were not beyond the 
power of temptation. If they had retracted their for- 
mer positions and gained nothing by it, then our brother 
might with some propriety say that " insinuation was 
unworthy of us," and that we " could not credit it " our- 
self. If, for example, A and B were to be heard in the 
streets of our town, denouncing one of the political par- 
ties of the country as being de facto, political " tyrants," 
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&c. ; and soon afterwards were suddenly to become si- 
lent, and be promoted to some high position of honor 
and profit by that same party, it would look a little sus- 
picious; and people would talk, and they would likely 
express what they believed. The fads are undeniable; 
the inference is not unreasonable.* 

Moreover, we " have misapprehended Methodism " — 
have " created a man of straw," and battled him " vali- 
antly," &c. Perhaps so. A certain Methodist clergy- 
man, not a thousand miles from Tuskegee, recently said 
in the presence of a number of friends, that neither we 
nor Brother Hamill understood Episcopal Methodism I 
In what impenetrable mystery must "our Episcopacy" 
be enshrouded, that it cannot be understood by either 
friend or foe I But however this may be, " our man of 
straw " is lifting " a long, hudf general " note of mad- 
dened fury, through its *^ Advocates ;^^ which means some- 
thing. 

For the extent to which Methodism admits " lay dele- 
gation and lay management," see first part of this 
article. 

But we misapprehended Bishop Hamline's remarks in 
our last, because, forsooth, we quoted them " second- 
handed." Now, our brother ought to inform himself a 
little better before he makes grave assertions of this 
kind. We quoted Bishop Hamline, to prove the autho- 
rity of the clergy, from a bishop down to a circuit rider. 
We quoted him to prove that the system of Methodist 
Episcopacy was one of clerical absolutism; that their 
will was " an end of all strife," or, as he expresses it, 

* See Appendix R 
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** omnipotent in the prtmiusP And we maintain that the 
quotation was apropos^ and rightly construed. We quot- 
ed, too, from a copy of the Minutes of that Conference, 
in our possession. If our brother will step into our office, 
and will believe his own eyes, we think we can prove ta 
him that we have no occasion to use " second-handed 
quotations " from any source, upon any point involved 
in this discussion. Does he suppose that we have ever 
doubted the power of the (Jeneral Conference to depose 
or expel a bishop, in the face of the fact that Bishop 
Andrew was deposed for being a slave holder? 

We " blundered " forsooth, in quoting from Bishop 
Hamline's speech I Did we not quote him accurately? 
Did we not quote all that referred to the immediate 
point we were discussing — ^to wit: the power of the 
bishop, elder, and circuit rider? Was it expected that 
we should transfer the entire speech into our columns? 
The charge of " garbling " is too puerile to be seriously 
answered. 

In saying that ** the word of a bishop was the enci 
of all strife," we said nothing stronger than that " his 
will is omnipotent in the premises." But we deem it 
due to all parties to state that a bishop as such cannot 
reinstate an expelled member. The Quarterly Confer- 
ence and the Annual and General Conference can. The 
principle is the same, however. It is this — that the 
clergy of the Methodist Episcopal Church can reinstate 
an excluded member or preacher over the head of the 
very Church from which he was expelled. The power 
that does this, is " our Episcopacy." 

But we must close, in our next article we propose 
presenting "A striking" contrast "between the govern- 
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ment of the Methodist Episcopal Church and the govern- 
ment of the United States." With the avowed intention 
of presenting the harmony of Episcopacy and Republi- 
canism, our brother fills up most of his article in berat- 
ing the Baptists for their anarchy. What a philippic 
could our brother write against the Apostolic Churches! 
Taking Paul's declarations in regard to the incestuous 
person, I Cor. v. 1, or his account of " brothers going 
to law with brother," as " our Episcopacy " recently did; 
or James' question, " Whence come wars and fightings 
among you?" &c., how eloquently could he discourse of 
the " anarchy and confusion " of these Churches? Hav- 
ing gleaned from various sources some half a dozen 
cases of " disorders and strifes," among the " ten thous- 
and " Baptist Churches in the United States, he gravely 
alleges, that these are to establish the general principle^ 
that " anarchy " is rife throughout the whole denominationf 
" What lucid logic!" It is a work, too, " not congenial 
with his spirit." (1) Very well: When a man sets out 
to do one thing, and does another, it creates a suspicion 
that it is not very uncongenial. By the way, it is not 
a little amusing" to hear our brother talk about " rulers 
among us," (the Baptists,) after demonstrating to his 
own satisfaction the " anarchy and confusion " of Bap- 
tist Churches. We had supposed that " anarchy and 
confusion " reigned where there were no " rulers." And 
does he really suppose that those who adopt the New 
Testament " as their only rule of faith and practice," 
really have "no Church government?" Baptists, like 
other " even good but fallible men," may err in the ap- 
plication of the principles of the inspired volume in cer- 
tain cases, but to say that those who adopt it as the 
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only standard of appeal in all cases both of doctrine 
and discipline, have no government, is just saying, that 
Christ and his inspired Apostles were either incompe- 
tent or indifferent- to the task of furnishing rules to 
govern the very bodies which they themselves organ- 
ized. Where are the " symbols of faith, called creeds," 
which were " points of union among Christians " in the 
Apostolic age? Are they the new Testament? If so, 
had they no ^* Church government?" Or if they had, how 
comes it that those who have the same constitution which 
they hady have "what is inaccurately styled . . . Church 
government?" To such absurdities are " even good but 
fallible men " driven, who, forsaking the inspired rule, 
"hew out to themselves cisterns, broken cisterns that 
can hold no water." However, for his decided procliv- 
ity to " look upon the Christian enterprize, and sweet 
piety of many of our members," we are greatly obliged. 
And we assure him that similar characteristics among 
our Methodist brethren ever have, and ever will, we 
trust, awaken our kindest Christian regards, their Epis- 
copacy to the contrary notwithstanding. 

« 

August 16th, 1855. 



We accept our brother's explanation of the charge of 
" falsehood." The point of our complaint was in refer- 
ence to the facts we had stated, not the arguments we 
had used. 
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We have waited several weeks bn Brother Hamill, 
and received nothing more from him; .and as the Asso- 
ciations and Fall Meetings are at hand, and as we ex- 
pect to attend a number of them, we desire to close the 
discussion as early as possible. Without any further 
delay, therefore, we publish the following as our last 
article: 

THE CONTRAST. 

The contrast between Methodist Episcopacy and our civil govern- 
ments, State and National, in seventeen distinct and fundamen- 
tal points; The Methodist Episcopal Church the only denomina- 
tion of Protestants in the United States, from whose ecclesi- 
astical bodies all laymen are excluded by constitutional law; 
Not a fact contested which has been alleged in the discussion; 
The ** Democratic element" in Episcopal Methodism, if it exists 
at all, must exist notwithstanding all these facts; synopsis and 
application of the argument; Conclusion. 



Letter to Messrs. David Clopton, John B. Bilbro, and 'Robert L. 

Mayes. 

** Te know that the princes of the Gentiles exercise dominion over them, and tlie7 
that are great exercise authority upon them. Bnt it shall not be so among yon.*'— Jb« 
BUS Christ. 

** Sometimes it' is said that man cannot be trusted with the government of himself. 
Can he then be trusted with the government of others? Or have we found angels in the 
form of kings, to govern him? Let history answer this question."— TnoH as Jkffkr- 
BON» the Apostle of American Republicanism. 

" As long as I live, the People shall have no share in choosing either stewards or 
leaders among the Methodists. We have not. nor ever had, any such custom. We are 
no Republicans, and never intend to be."— John Weslkt, the Apostle of American 
Methodism. 

We come now to the interesting task of traciDg the 
contrast between our Republican institutions and Me- 
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thodist Episcopacy. Brother Uamill has given us the 
" striking analogy" — we propose presenting Ihe oppo- 
site side. And let us again begin at the beginning. 

First: The Constitution of the United States, and the 
Oonstitutions of each State of the confederacy, were 
formed by representatives chosen by the People in their 
sovereign capacity. The Constitution, or Book of " Dis- 
cipline and Doctrines" of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
was formed by sixty clergymen, appointed and sum- 
moned to their work by two Englishmen, Asbury and 
Ooke. There was not a single layman, or a layman's 
representative, in the Conference of 1784, that drafted 
it. " They admitted no con$titutncyJ* " They were absolute- 
ly an aristocracy P* 

Secondly. The Constitution of the United States, and 
of each State, when drafted by their several Conven- 
tions of representatives from the neople, were, by spe- 
cial ordinances, submitted back directly to the People 
for their ratification. The Constitution of Methodist 
Episcopacy was adopted and /orop^ upon their (we wish 
we could say " constituency ^^ but by the decision of the 
United States Circuit Court, " they have no constituen- 
cy,") membership without even the form of a voluntary 
recognition of such power as was assumed by said Con- 
ference. No layman was ever asked to cast his suf- 
frages by way of adopting that document. 

Thirdly. Amendments to the Constitution of the United 
States, and of the several States, before they are con- 
sidered binding, are submitted to their respective con- 
stituences for their ratification: Amendments to the 

* Ch. Prop. Case, page 331. 
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Constitution of Methodist Episcopacy, though more or 
less of them are made at every General Conference, 
we believe, are foisted upon the Churches, nolens vokns, 
by the mere prerogative of this body. In this, also, 
" they admit no constitutncy — they have no constituency P^ 

Fourthly. The President and Vice President of the 
United States, and the Governor of each State, th* 
highest officers recognized by the General and State 
governments, are chosen directly by the People every 
two, three and four years, thereby securing a frequent 
reckoning with these officers, and preventing any abuse 
of the power thus delegated to them: The bishops of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church are chosen for life, or dur- 
ring good behaviour, ly the clergy who compose the 
General Conference, and who, when assembled, ^^rq^rt- 
sent themselves^ and have no constituents." They are " rei^ 
ponsible only to their own consciences" for the manner 
in which they exerftse their " unlimited ecclesiastical 
and temporal power." 

Fifthly. The Congress of the United States, and the 
Legislatures of the several States, are composed of dele- 
gates elected by the suffrages of the several States, or 
by the people of the several States, and hold their offices 
one, two, three, and six years, and are, therefore, res- 
ponsible directly to the people for their official conduct: 
The Annual and Quadrennial Conferences of the Method- 
ist Episcopal Church are composed, ez officio, " of the 
bishops and travelling preachers," and their representa- 
tives. No layman of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
ever cast a single ballot for a representative to either 
a State or a General Conference. 

• Appendix to Prop. Case, p. 11. 



240 A DISCUSSION ON 

Sixthly. In our civil institutions, the lusis of repre- 
■entation is the entire population of the United States, 
and of each respective State, except in the Senate of the 
United States, in which, for wise purposes, the sorereign- 
ty of eajh State is represented: In the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church, the basis of representation is the travelling 
clergy in the bounds of each State. 

Seventhly. The Congress of the United States, and 
the Legislature of each respective State, admit and rep- 
resent a constituency, to whom they are responsible 
for tlieir acts and doings: But the bishops and travel- 
ling preachers in the Methodist Episcopal Church 
" comprise the embodiment of its power, ecclesiastical and 
temporal; and when assembled in General Conference, 
according to the usage and discipline of the Church, 
represent themselves and have no coxsTrruENTS." So afiCurms 
Judge Nelson, in Property case. 

Eighthly. Our civil Constitutioro recognize " checks 
and balances" — tribunals to " correct errors and rectify 
wrongs" — thus affording relief to the injured and op- 
pressed sufferer: In the Constitution of the Methodist 
Episcopal Cliurch, " the will" of the circuit rider, or 
elder, or bishop, in removing an oflScer, " is omnipotent 
in the premises" — ^if an incumbent " is unjustly removed, 
he must suhmiV^ — since " there is no tribunal to cure the er- 
ror or rectify the wrong." So aflSrms ex-bishop Hamline. 

Ninthly. In our State and National governments, the 
people possess and evercise the right, directly or indi- 
rectly, to choose every officer. Legislative, Executive, 
and Judicial, to enact, expound, and administer law, 
from the President of the United States down to the 
most humble functionary rj^ognized in our civil polity: 
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In the system of Methodist Episcopacy, the bishops and 
travellings pre«chers appoint every officer from a bishop 
dowMio a class-leader, " being responsible only to their 
own consciences^ JJpr the manner in which this authori- 
tyis exercised. Their " will is omnipotent in the pre- 
mises." 

Tenthb|. The? right of petition for redress of grievan- 
ces, is clearly recognized by the Constitution of*the 
United States, and of each State. But when such a righIP 
is attempted to be exercised by the local preachers and 
private members of the Methodist Episcopal Church, the 
least privilege which any form of government can recog- 
nize, the bishops of that Church answer: *^ Pardon 
us if we know no such rights j if we comjprehend no such privUe- 
ges."^ ^ 

Eleventhly. Wte government of the United States, and 
of each State, is a government of the people and their chosen 
representatives— a. Democratic Kepublic: The Methodist 
Episcopal Church, " as regards its government," says 
the Hop. K. Jolfhson, in his speech in the " Church Pro- 
perty Case," has been ahsolutely^ since the days of Wesley^ 
AN AKISTOCKACYl Laymen have had, and now have, 
no voice in it." " If there is a layman within the sound 
of my voice," continues Mr. Johnson, " he knows he has 
no voice nowj^ Property Case, p. 331. 

Twelfthly. Congress and our State legislatures, are 
bodies of limited powers; they have no authority what- 
ever to change or modify our present forms of civil go- 
vernment: The General Conference of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, is " the source and fountain of all its 

• Circular of G^ Con. of 1824. 
21 
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temporal power," says Judge Nelfeon; nay, it "comprise* 
the embodiment of its power, ecclesiastical and iemjporalJ^ 
It is " a body unlimited in its authority to crea/cJtpays 
Mr. Johnson, and " equally unlimited in the authority to 
destroy; responsible only to their consciences for the 
manner in which either authority is exercised." "If 
that body had chosen to become Socinian," jays Mr. 
Lood, one of the counsel for the claimants — if it had 
•hosen to adopt the Presbyterian or Baptist forms, either 
of government or doctrine, it was in itapower to do it; there- 
was NO LIMIT. They represented the Church ; they were 

THE Church * . The laity were not known in the 

governing body. Matters of doctrine, cliscipline, and 
everything, were in the governing body. If that was- 
80 up to 1S08, wliat was that b^^ after that periodr 
It was the same General Con/erevKeJ^ Pj^perty case, p. 
163. • 

Thirteenthly. The first paragraph of the Constitution 
of the United States, alleges that " We, the people of the 
United States, in order to form a mor^ perfect union, 
establish justice, ensure domestic tranquillity, provide 
for the common defence, promote the general welfare, 
and secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our 
posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for 
the United States of America." The first section of the 
" Book of Discipline" alleges that, as Mr. Wesley " pre- 
ferred the Episcopal mode of Church government to any 
other, he solemnly set apart, by the imposition of hands 
and prayer . . . Thomas Coke, LL.D. ... a presbyter 
of the Church of England, for the Episcopal office; and 
having delivered to him letters of Episcopal orders, commis- 
sioned and directed him to ||t apart Francis Asbury, . . . 



METHODIST EPBCOPACX; 24S 

for%ie satne episcopal office.'' That is, the pecfple of the 
CTnited States established their form of government: 
One iiAN, John Wesley, cnxording to the Discipline^ autho- 
rized the establishment of the government of the Me- 
thodist EpiscopaJ Church. Th^truth of this statement 
in regard to Mr. Wesley's ordaining Dr. Coke " to the 
Episcopcd office," we have already examined, and, as we 
think, 'proved it to be entirely inexact; but as the gorern- 
mental econoniy of that Church is to be ascertained by 
the Discipline, it is ftght and proper that we should re- 
fer to all its statements in this connection^ as if they 
were true. ^ * 

Fourteentniy. In thg government of the United States, 
«Lnd of each separate State, the legislative, executive, 
and judicial departments of governnent, are placed in 
the hands of three distinct classes <lf officers, each opera- 
ting as a check upon the others. Thus, the President of 
the United States, and tb0 governor of each State, being 
elected by the people, and therefore representing their 
fiovcreignty, possess the veto power to check hasty or 
imconstitutional legislation. And Congress and State 
legislatures possess the power of passing a law by a 
two-third vote, notwithstanding the veto of the chief 
executive, thus imposing a salutary check upon this 
prerogative. And the judiciary, being the exponent of 
the constitutionalily of all laws, becomes another check 
upon the legislative department. But in the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, the legislative, executive, and judi- 
cial departments of government are all in the same . 
hands. And this body of men are not the representa- 
tives of the people, but, as Judge Nelson declares, 
*^ when assembled in Conference, represent themselves ^ and 
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have no constituents." " Where such a body of Ufen," 
says the late Bishop Bascom, " first make the laws, then 
execute them, and, finally, are the sole judges of their 
own acts there is no liberty; tue people are virtually en- 
slaved, and liable to be ruined at any time." Rights, dbc. 
Art, G. In a word; afl power, legislative, executive, 
and judicial, known in the governmental economy of 
that Church, is lodged in the hands of its clergy.**' Kot 
a modicum of power," says Mr. Johnson, " was left else- 
where." # 

Fifteentkly. The great fundamental principle which 
lies at the basis of '5ur civil governments. State and 
National, is, that they are representativIR In the Me- 
thodist Episcopal Church, in 1824 and 1828, an effort 
was made by num^us petitioners, local preachers and 
private members, to^modify their form of government, 
BO as to make it representative, and the memorialists 
were sternly rebuked by tfie- bishops of that Church, in 
the very language of despotism itself: " Pardon us if we 
know no such rights, if we comprehend no such privUegesP^ 
The only efforts which have ever been made to incor- 
porate into its economy the essential element of Repub- 
licanism, have been and are now denounced as scJusm- 
atical, and its promoters su]Elf)ended and expelled from 
the ministry and Church; and yet there is a most 
striking analogy between MethodiR Episcopacy and 
our Republican form of government! I 'Kay, further, if 
a man doubts its Republicanism, he is to be denounced 
as a " bigot," a " demagogue," and sundry other amiable 
epithets must be applied to him by the champions of 
this hierarchy! Now, we do solemnly protest, that a 
man's Christian charity ought not to be measured by the 
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dimensions of his throat to swallow " onr Episcopacy P 
We do protest t^^t it is possible for a man to base his 
love for his fellow Christians upon some other " points 
of union" besides this " system of surpassing energy" — 
that TIC may love their virtues ^thout endorsing their 

>»errors — and that personal piety may be one thing, and 
clerical ahsoluiism nyiy be a different thiig. 

Sixtecnthly. Our civil Constitutions, State and Na- 
tional, recognize Iffee principle, ** That all power is inherent 
in the people:^^ In thcrMetl^ist economy, all pot^r is in- 
herent in the clergy, "Tf they had chosen to become 
Socinian ^ . ., . they could have done so. There was 

* no limit," said Mr. Lord. Property Case, p. 163. 

Seven teenthly. In our civil government, the property 
is held by the people, and even tht Small pittance which 
is used for State *and National purposes, is subject to 
the direction of their represantativts: In the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, the Chfrch property is held and dis- 
posed of by th^ clergy. Even the trustees who hold 
the property, are"1;o ly appointed by the "preacher 
in charge, or the presiding elder of the district, all of 
whom are to* "be members of the Methodist EpiscoR^al 
Church." Discipline, last edition, p. 218. The appoint- 
ment of these trustees is me amount of lay " representa- 
tion and lay management" of wh^ch our brother so 
frequd&tly boasts. This " lay representation and lay 
nMHiagement"Timounts to about as much as ttie" re- 
presentation aA management " of ordinary clerks in a 
mercantile establishment. Thejjj^n only execute the 
orders of the bishops and clergy of the General or State 
Conferences. This every reader can see by turning to 
the Discipline, pp. 209, 214, and pp. 256, 257. # 
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"Wc could trace this contrast much further; but the 
foregoing points are deemed sufficienf for our present 
purpose. We will only add, in closing this part of the sub- 
ject, THAT THE METHODIST EPISCOPAli CHimCH, 
IS THE ONLY DENOMINATION OF EROflfcST- 
ANTS ON THIS CONTINENT, FROM WHOSE EG-- 
CLESIASTICAfc COUNSELS ALl^ LAYMEN ARE 
EXCLUDED BY CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. If a line 
were di-awn upon the subject of Oliurch government 
betwec^i all professing Chri^ians in this country, on 
one side of it would be arraye^he Methodist Episcopal 
and the Roman Catholic^communions — on th§ other all 
other Protestant denominations. To what extent Me* 
thodists are charmed with their comnany,*8tnd how long 
they will keep it, the Suture must show. We have not 
placed Methodism tfcere. This was the work of its first' 
apostles. We have bnly l^ng the lamp of truth over 
the arcana of the system, andpre not responsible for its 
revelations. Other hands must apply tlje corrective. 

The reader will observe, th^ Nor one fact that 'we 

HAVE ALLEGED IN CONNECTION WITH THE ORIGIN AND HISTORY 

OF. Episcopal Methodism in this country, h'as ever been 
CONTESTED BY Brother HamiUj. Hc has attempted to 
show that some of our dedu(^)ns were illogical and un- 
charitable. The FACTS he has not pretended to meet. 
He has occupied the most of his time and spac^in de- 
ploring* in quite pathetic terras, the "MJhster insurrec- 
tion," " close communion," and " Bapti Aanarchy." Of 
course, if he thus pesjpt "judgment to go by default;" 
if, having of his ow^ tree will taken issue with us upon 
a plain, practical question, he sees proper to leave us to 
discMiss that question, and busies himself with other is- 



• 
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sues which have no more to do with the one he set out 
to discuss than the Eastern war has to do with the state 
of the weather, it is not our concern. It only shows the 
utter imposa|bilit^f harmonizing Methodist Episcopacy 
with' the genius of our free* institutions. And now, If 
the " Dembcratic element " really does exist in the go- 
vernmental economy of Miftthodism, it must const in fha^^ys^ 
tenif notwithstandimgioll these facts. That is to say^t must 
exist in^l system of government, the basis of, wQose re- 
presentation in its ecclesiastic^ councils is, not the nu- 
merical strength of ^e membership, but^e travelling 
clergy; whose constitution wftfl^dopted wholly by the 
ministry, without so much as sU^itlJng it to its mem- 
bership^ whlfce rulefs, when assembled in General Con- 
ference, according" to the usage and discipline of the 
Church, i^reseot themselves, and ** have no constitu- 
ents;" which is "absolutely an aristocracy;'*^ whose func- 
tionaries can remove a% inferior Wficers without the 
forms of trial, the removed party having no alternative 
but submissimi, there being " no tribunal to cure the 
erfor or rectify the wrong;" whorf6 bishops, in answer 
to respectful petitions, to make the system RepuMican, 
that is, representative use the very language of despotism 
itself — " Pardon us if we feiow no such rights, if we com- 
prehend no such privileges " — whose ecclesiastical coun- 
cils are " unlimited in the authority to create, and 
equally unlimited in the authority to destroy; responsi- 
ble only to their own consciences for the manner in 
which either is exercised;" whose legislators possess 
the power, according to Mr. Lord, t(j change the whole 
Methodist denomination into a "Socinian" body; whose 
government, according to the Discipline, t)riginated with 
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one nian, Mr. Wesley; whose legislative, executive, 
and judicial powers are vested in the same men, there 
not being " a modicum of power left elsewhere;" who, in 
direct contravention of that vital priftipj^khich lies at 
the basis of owx governmerft, " that all power is inherent 
in the people," place all "ecclesiastical pow6r" in the 
haads of the travelling clergy; whose chief officers, the 
bishops, possess the power of sending lix thousand min- 
isters to aay and every part of the country, fr^ Maine 
to California, and from yiorida to Oregon, uokm volens, 
regardless, tag, as to whether syh arbitrary appoint- 
ments shall comport ayi the wishes of those who are 
to support them*; ancranally, whose funds and property** 
are under the supreme control of tlTe sam Jccclq|iastical 
bodies, composed entirely of the clergy; we say, the 
'* Democratic element" must exist in^this s^tcm, if it 
has any existence at all in it, notwithstanding all these ' 
facts I No, Brothrf Hamill, :the system of Episcopal 
Methodism may, like some forms of government in Eu- 
rope, be "a system of surpassing energy 1" And to 
those who look upoif "energy" as the "me qua non^'*of 
government, it maybe "worthy of all eulogy I" But, 
whatever other virtues " our Episcof>acy " may possess, 
and we shall not undertake to say but what they are 
many, we do think that so far as " Democracy " and " Re- 
publicanism " ate virtues, "i^ is weighed in the balances 
and found wanting P What principle in tftp govern- 
mental economy of Methodism would have to be com- 
promitted, to change this government into an aristo- 
cracy, or even monarchy? Suppose our legislators, 
State and J[ational, should take it upon themselves to 
form our civil government after the model of Episcopal 
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Methodism, is there one man in a million who would 
pretend to call it a " Democratic Republican govern- 
ment?" A system of government " which admits no 
constituents— 7which has no constituents — which is ab- 
solutely an aristocrat^ " — such a system a Democratic 
Eepublican government, forsooth I -Why, the virgin 
form of the " goddess of American liberty," rising up 
out of that system, would be the greatest monstrosity 
that ever haunted the distorted fancy of " De Qiflncey's 
opium eater P He who can evolve Democracy from such 
a system of polity, would find no dijQSculty, we opine,^n 
lifting the stone of Sisyphus from its depth profound, 
»and rolling it to the top of thelB^halagiri mountain. 

We have a(0complished our task, with what success it 
becomes us not to say. We have not adduced a single 
fact but what has been sustained by evidence the most 
conclusive; nor have we used a single argument which 
was intended to have any more weight with the reader 
than it had on our own mind. Truth — not victory, has 
been our aim. And as truth is always consistent with 
itself; as it can, above all things else in the universe, 
afford to be magnanimous, we have freely and cheerfully 
opened our column^ for the full and unreserved discus- 
sion of the governmental economy of the Methodist 
Epyusopal Church. Controversy, conducted in a right 
spirit, is by far the most successful m^igd of develop- 



ing and e||teblishing thfe truth, for the obvious reason — 
that the statements of the parties interested afi each subjected 
to the most rigid scrutiny; and whatever survives such an 
ordeal, is recognizedrby the historian as reliable mate* 
rial for his work. Many of the important facts which 
are connected with the origin and history of Episcopal 
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Methodism in this country, never would be brought out 
before the public mind but for discussions of this kind. 
We disclaim all sympathy with that sickly cant among 
many professing Christians, which affirms tnat religious 
controversy is essentially and al#ays an bvil. And as 
we do not believe tliat Methodist Episcopacy has any 
higher claims upon implicit popular credulity than any 
other system of ^pclesiastical polity of equal pretensions 
and age, we have not thought it sacrilege to discuss its 
daimsto the confidence and support of American citizens. 
TMs we have done to the best of our ability. Sincerely 
wishing that the cause of truth and righteousness may 
be subserved by this discussion, we here lay down our 
pen. 



Letter to Messrs. Davtd Clopton, John B. Bilbro, and 

Robert L. Mayes. 

JUspected Brethren: 

As your names appeared on the original communica* 
tion from your honored pastor, which sprung this dis- 
cussion, you will excuse mc for the liberty I take in 
addressing you a few words on its conclusion. On lad- 
ing that commumcation, I could not regard it in any 
other light thIKas a formal demSnd that I sh||ild either 
repudiate th^rticle from the Western Waterman, or de- 
fend it. It is due to myself to state, that the article was 
selected and published in the paper by my late worthy 
associate, several days before I saw it. Indeed, up to 
the time of the receipt of your communication, I had 
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not read it, being absent from home in attendance upon 
the Georgia Baptist Conveii#on. Immediately, there- 
fore, after reading the article, I did repudiate that por- 
tion of it which I deemed justly offensive to your deno- 
mination. But as I cbuld not extend this reprehension 
to that portion of it which referred to the governmental 
economy of your Church, as an isolated topic of discus;- 
sion, I chose the latter alternative — I "thoose to defend 
it. I am sure, you, brethren, will not blame me for using 
such facts in this controversy as your own history has 
furnished to my hand. True, I have been abused, mis- 
represented and ^.slandered by some members of your 
"Church,, in the public prints, and otherwise, for daring 
to discuss this subject. But I beg to assure you, that 
I do not hold you, nor the large, inteHigent, and pious 
denomination of Christians to which you belong, respon- 
sible for this unkind treatment. Indeed, your worthy 
pastor has expressed time and again, his decided disap- 
probation of such conduct. And it affords me pleasure 
thus publicly ^o bear testimony to the excellent spirit 
which has marked his course through this discussion. 
I shall ever cherish for him the kindest and best of 
Christian feelings. I trust I have not been wanting in 
reciprocal %)urtesy . 

It would be indelicate in me to appeal to you to de- 
cide bow far I have siifiS^eded in maintaining the pro- 
position u{H^ whict^your pastor took issue with me. 
The result is before a much more unerring and august 
tribunal than ^her party immediately interested in the 
discussion — an enlightened and generous public opinion. 
With the award olbthat tribunal, it would t»e madnesa 
in me not to acquiesce.* 
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LETTER YI. 

THE METHODIST BOOK CONCERN; A VALUA- 
BLE AUXILIARY OF THE GOSPEL; AND A 
HOLY CHARITY; HON. RUFUS CHOATE'S 
VIEW OF METHODISM; THE CONTRAST RE- 
VIEWED. 

Mr. Lord's history of the Book Concern; Built np by the preachers, 
and therefore held in trust by them for two holy uses; Its char- 
ity like Job; Its control by the ministry praiseworthy; The mu- 
tilated resolution; The Court decrees that the General Confer- 
ence has no proprietary interest in the Preaching Houses; Lay 
management of the largest revenue of the Church. 

PRINCIPLES OF THE CHURCH PROPERTY CASE. 

Do civil lawyers understand Church polity better than judicious 
ministers? Legal opinions versus Church standard; Louisville 
Conventions; Dr. £lliott and Uon.Rufus Choate against a legal 
fiction; The Church South did not recover its rights upon false 
principles; The case stated; Principles applicable to the Book 
Concern property, and inapplicable to Church polity; Pleadings 
of counsel; Consent of a majority in all departments of the 
Church to a division of the Book Concern Fund; Plan of separa- 
tion contingent; Power ascribed to General Conference wholly 
unfounded; The yito power of an Annual Conference; Prottst of 
laity in the case »©f a distinguished minister of the Greorgia 
Conference; Lawyers' opinion of a Church in the Methodist sense; 
22 
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Permit me to say, in conclusion, that I was unwilling 
to take the position I di(ftn the opening of this cmitro- 
veraj, without sustaining it by what I believed to be 
ample testimony drawn from the most authentic Bonrces. 
This I could not do within a shorter compass than I 
have occupied. As I assumed the onui prohandi, I was 
unwilling to stop short of that measure and kind of tes- 
timony which I 'believed would sustain my allegation; 
and having reached that point, the discnssion, so far as 
I am concerned, is closed. Wishing you grace, mercy, 
and peace, I am, brethren, without any abatement. 
Tour friend and brother in Christ, 

SAM'L. HENDEBSON. ' 
September 6, 1S56. 
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Notion that the General Conference could become Soeinisn, or 
Baptist; Ministers of every Church can become Mohammedans; 
Another could and would; Methodist doctrines not established 
by vote; The glory of Christ cannot be voted away; Mr. Ben- 
son's testimony; Louisville Convention; Opinion of the most 
distinguished lawyer in the United States, the Hon/Bufuo 
Choate; Methodism proceeds on the plan of our grand secular 
union; The true sovereign; The preachers in a mass acting in 
obedience to the wishes of the people; The Conference which 
organized Methodism was, in a remarkable degree, analogous 
to the Convention which created the Federal Constitution, in 
1787; Annual and General Conferences subordinate agencies 
of the Church; Mr. Wesley testifies that some thousands in the 
United States desired his advice; Eighty-three preachers can- 
not be magnified into some thousands; Mr. Choate's only error; 
The case proves the all-controlling power of the laity. 

XISCELLANEOrS. 

WhyHuncer's proclamation is quoted; Baptists not ranked with 
Gampbellites; Concurrence with Baptist luminaries; An an- 
swer; Another serious error; Constituents of the Quarterly 
Conference; The preacher has no vote in the trial of a member; 
Logic of the exposure of Baptist disorders. 

THE CONTRAST. 

The contrast twice dead; The Church legislates in minor matters 
only; Distinction between the province of human and divine 
legislation; How the discipline was formed; Conference laws 
like Acts of Legislatures; Discipline not amended; Duality of 
General Conference Jurisdictions demanded by the people; Bi- 
shop's term of oflice like that of the supreme judges; Subject to 
Alike impeachment; General Conference constituted like the 
United States 'Senate; Is one State nearly equal to thirteen in 
ihe Southern Baptist Convention? Bii^p's power of removal 
less than the President's; Officers of Methodism chosen as di- 
rectly from the people as civil officers; The right to petition as 
unbounded as in Congress; An absurdity exposed; Mr. Wesley's 
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tid«9ice; Bishops have no legislative powers; Restrictions npoii 
Annual and General Conferences; What would dethrone Christ 
as King in Zion; The only right of the Clergy in Church build- 
ings; The contrast and the analogy, botii exist in their proper 
places; A pleasant close; The discussion useful; The pious will 
do good anywhere; Charity indispensable; The publication of 
the discussion without note or comment, proposed. 



** It than even be at when a hmngxy man dreameth, and behold he eateth, but be 
awaketh and his soul b empty; or as when a thinly man dreameth, aad behold he drink- 
■etk. but he awaketb. and behold, he v faint. So liiaU the mnltitade be .who igJM 
«i;ain8t Monnt Zioo."'^8ALiB, 



Bbotheb Henderson: 

Attention to the higher duties of the ministry, in con* 
nection with a revival in ipy own charge, and camp 
meeting labor abroad, with the conviction that my posi- 
tion has been fully established in this controversy: 
namely, that Methodism is Eepublicanism of the higl^ 
est excellence, has delayed my answer to your article 
on the Book Concern Property Case, and the principles 
involved in its adjudication, so far as they bear upon 
the question under discussion. 

An analysis of these principles, will give increased 
support to my position. A brief history of this case, ia 
necessary to a correct understanding of them. It ia 
furnished to my hand by Mr. Lord. He says: "When 
Methodism was organized as a separate Church, in ad- 
dition to the means of instruction afforded by preaching, 
it was very obvious that a great want was to be sup- 
plied in the furnishing of religious literature to its peo- 
ple; and one of thefr preachers organized a system of 
publishing boeks in this country. It was originally es- 
tj^blished in Philadelphia. This preacher, whose name 
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was Cooper, lent a small sum of money to the object, 
and invested it in books. They were sold among the 
denomination; and out of the profits a small capital 
was gradually formed, which was employed in publish- 
ing books. This came to be a matter of some magnitude, 
and in 1836, it had been removed to New York, and 
become an extensive establishment. It was then des- 
troyed by fire, and afterwards reinvigorated, and from 
that time to the present, it has gone on with great 
prosperity, so that it has accumulated a capital of about 
$150,000. It was early provided that the preachers 
should see that their congregations were supplied with 
books. 

"They were very faithful men; stimulated not by a 
love of gain, but by the higher purpose of religious de- 
votion. Of course, a fund thus^ constructed; could not 
but become considerable. Your honors will have your 
attention called to the fact, that it was really the result 
of the devotion and services of the preachers. It was 
not like many charitable funds, a fund growing out of 
the donations of wealthy men, but it was in its main 
features, the earnings of this system. Its profits, after 
providing capital enough to carry on its business suc- 
cessfully, were devoted at an early period to one single 
purpose, in two or three branches. That purpose wao, 
the making up of the deficiences of travelling preachers 
and providing for the supernumerary, superannuated 
preachers, the wives aud children of preachers, and the 
widows and orphans of deceased preachers. (Church 
Property Case, p. 1 and 2.) It was a charity which 
grew out of actual laborious, self-denying, beneficial 
services, just as much as any savings' bank or life in- 
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8urance. (p. 152.) Every preacher was an agent in the 
diffusion of the literature of the Church; a wise, very 
wise plan — wise fo'' the people, and wise fqr the govern- 
ment pf the Church. But it was the act of the preach- 
ers; it was the labor of the preachers that made this 
the great Book Concern which it ever came to be. This 
was a business most strictly and directly connected 
with the ministry of this Church, calling not only for ac- 
tivity and labor on their part, but pecuniary accounta- 
bility on the part of every preacher, in every Methodist 
circuit, (p. 154.) It was intended to create a fund for 
the first great object of enlightening this Methodist com- 
munity as to religious truth ; and that the second great 
object was, that when this institution should be carried 
out, the preachers themselves might have some little 
stimulus for activity, and that they should be entitled 
to look for an absolute support from this fund for the 
wants of old age, and the wants of their dependents, and 
the wants of their poor and suffering brethren. I ask, 
if there ever was a fund which provided so equitably 
and justly, a retiring pension for those men, who for a 
trifling salary, not enough to pay for a fashionable din- 
ner, served year after year in the wilderness, and spent 
their best days in toil. (p. 155.) It was a retiring 
pension, or savings' bank for the supernumerary and 
worn out preachers, and their widows and orphans." 
(p. 157.) 

The foregoing extracts from Mr. Lord's speech, show 
us both the ground and the kind of right to property in 
the Book Concern, held by the travelling preachers of 
the Methodist Church. First: That the right to it grew 
out of the fact, that it was mainly the product of their 
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places; A pleasant close; The discussion useful; The pious will 
do good anywhere; Charity indispensable; The publication of 
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Awaketh and his soul b empty; or as when a thirsty man dreameth, and behold he drink- 
■atk, bnt he awaketb, and behold, ha is faint. Bo diaU the mnltitade be .who fight 
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Bbothes Hekderson: 

Attention to tbe higher duties of the ministry, in coibf 
nection with a revival in my own charge, and camp 
meeting labor abroad, with the conviction that my posi- 
tion has been fully established in this controversy: 
namely, that Methodism is Republicanism of the high* 
est excellence, has delayed my answer to your article 
on the Book Concern Property Case, and the principles 
involved in its adjudication, bo far as they bear upon 
the question under discussion. 

An analysis of these principles, will give increased 
support to my position. A brief history of this case, ia 
necessary to a correct understanding of them. It ia 
furnished to my hand by Mr. Lord. He says: " Whei^ 
Methodism was organized as a separate Church, in ad- 
dition to the means of instruction alBForded by preaching, 
it was very obvious that a great want was to be sup- 
plied in the furnishing of religious literature to its peo- 
ple; and one of theft preachers organized a system of 
publishing boeks in this country. It was originally es- 
fa^bliBhed in Philadelphia. This preacher, whose name 
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was Cooper, lent a small sum of money to the object, 
and invested it in books. They were sold among the 
denomination; and out of the profits a small capital 
was gradually formed, which was employed in publish- 
ing books. This came to be a matter of some magnitude, 
and in 1836, it had been removed to New York, and 
become an extensive establishment. It was then des- 
troyed by fire, and afterwards reinvigorated, and from 
that time to the present, it has gone on with great 
prosperity, so that it has accumulated a capital of about 
$150,000. It was early provided that the preachers 
should see that their congregations were supplied with 
books. 

"They were very faithful men; stimulated not by a 
love of gain, but by the higher purpose of religious de- 
votion. Of course, a fund thus constructed; could not 
but become considerable. Your honors will have your 
attention called to the fact, that it was really the result 
of the devotion and services of the preachers. It was 
not like many charitable funds, a fund growing out of 
the donations of wealthy men, but it was in its main 
features, the earnings of this system. Its profits, after 
providing capital enough to carry on its business suc- 
cessfully, were devoted at an early period to one single 
purpose, in two or three branches. That purpose was, 
the making up of the deficiences of travelling preachers 
and providing for the supernumerary, superannuated 
preachers, the wives aud children of preachers, and the 
widows and orphans of deceased preachers. (Church 
Property Case, p. 1 and 2.) It was a charity which 
grew out of actual laborious, self-denying, beneficial 
services, just as much as any savings' bank or life in- 
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8urance. (p. 152.) Every preacher was an agent in the 
diffusion of the literature of the Church; a wise, very 
wise plan — wise fo'' the people, and wise fqr the govern- 
ment of the Church. But it was the act of the preach- 
ers ; it was the labor of the preachers that made this 
the great Book Concern which it ever came to be. This 
was a business most strictly and directly connected 
with the ministry of this Church, calling not only for ac- 
tivity and labor on their part, but pecuniary accounta- 
bility on the part of every preacher, in every Methodist 
circuit, (p. 154.) It was intended to create a fund for 
the first great object of enlightening this Methodist com- 
munity as to religious truth; and that the second great 
object was, that when this institution should be carried 
out, the preachers themselves might have some little 
stimulus for activity, and that they should be entitled 
to look for an absolute support from this fund for the 
wants of old age, and the wants of their dependents, and 
the wants of their poor and suffering brethren. I ask, 
if there ever was a fund which provided so equitably 
and justly, a retiring pension for those men, who for a 
trifling salary, not enough to pay for a fashionable din- 
ner, served year after year in the wilderness, and spent 
their best days in toil. (p. 155.) It was a retiring 
pension, or savings' bank for the supernumerary and 
worn out preachers, and their widows and orphans." 
(p. 157.) 

The foregoing extracts from Mr. Lord's speech, show 
us both the ground and the kind of right to property in 
the Book Concern, held by the travelling preachers of 
the Methodist Church. First: That the right to it grew 
out of the fact, that it was mainly the product of their 
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own earnings, from a small capital created by them- 
Belves, and by themselves managed under all the pecn- 
niary liabilities to which business of every sort is sub- 
ject. And secondly: that this Book Concern property 
was held by them in trust for two distinct and specified 
purposes, and cannot be alienated by them for any other 
uses whatever; no, not even for any other religious en- 
terprizes. These objects are, first, the diffusion of reli- 
gious knowledge, and then the relief of indigent and 
distressed preachers, and the widows and orphans of 
deceased preachers. The first-named of these objects, 
all must pronounce a laudable Christian enterprize, emi- 
nently worthy of a band of gospel ministers, and the se- 
cond, a holy charity, which^ like Job, " Becomes eyes to- 
the blind, and feet to the lame, and a father to the poor^ 
and brings the blessing of him who was ready to perish 
upon those who manage it; and causeth the widow's 
heart to sing for joy." Of this latter object of the Book 
Concern, Mr. Lord says: "Now, until we get to the be- 
neficiaries, we find no person having anything but a 
mere administrative right — a mere agency, and, as to 
selection, no discretion." (p. 149.) Mr. Wood says, 
(p. 319) "The Methodist Church are not the benefici- 
aries, they are the managers of this charity, for the sake 
of others — they have no right to apply it to any other 
interest in the Church, or at least so much of it as may 
be required to fulfill the end designed, to supply the 
beneficiaries." Said I not true, then, that property thus 
created, and held for such holy uses, is a valuable auxi- 
liary'of the gospel, and a holy charity? Can any ration- 
al man pronounce such an institution, contemplating 
such holy ends, anti-Bepublican?tt Does the fact that 
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the capital was created by preachers, that its increase 
was the profit of their labors, and that this holy charity 
is administered by preachers to their suffering breth- 
ren, their widows and orphans, constitute it anti-Repub- 
lican? No, brother Henderson, it is not only not anti- 
Republican, but it merits more praise than to coldly 
afSrm it is in harmony with Republicanism. The law- 
yers who called it a wise institution, might have added, 
it was one of the holiest and most benevolent institu- 
tions in tlie land. SupJJbse yourself and a score of Bap- 
tist preachers began a noble enterprise of this kind, fur- 
nished a small capital for the purpose, assumed the res- 
ponsibilities, and devoted the profits of your labors to 
such blessed uses; what would you, what could you 
think of the soundness of judajnent of that man, who 
should denounce this wise design as anti-Republican? 
Would you not say, " Friend, you are mistaken ; some 
strange prejudice has blinded your mind, or you would 
commend and not censure our noble object; if we as 
ministers, choose to devote a portion of our means and 
of our labor to the work of offering you a holy literature, 
and give a portion of our earnings to relieve the dis- 
abled veterans of the cross, who have ministered unto 
us in holy things, whose right have we infringed, that 
you should consider us as enemies of our land? We have 
wronged no man; we have defrauded no man. If you, 
as laymen, are emulous of imitating our holy example, 
what hindereth you? Go, wiite, publish, and circulate 
a holy literature, and expend your profits upon what- 
ever noble objects of charity you see proper, and * we 
do rejoice therein, yea, and will rejoice.'" Who 
would deny the justice of this rebuke? None; not one. 
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see the form of our Charcli deeds, and let prejudice no 
more utter so groundless a charge. 

I again repeat, that in all thingg in which the laity 
are eq ually concerned with the ministry, Methodism has 
lay ddleXtion, and lay management, to the fullest ex* 
tentphi, for instance, Missionary, Tract, Education, 
Sunday School, and other Societies, %9^ in Conference 
Financial Boards. And that these are^ no means in- 
ferior interests of the Church, you will admit, when I • 
repeat that the Missionary Society, which has more lay 
than clerical managers, disburses annually by far the 
largest revenue of our Church, about $160,000. As for 
our College operations, you have an example of them 
here in Tuskegee, immediately under your eye. Who, 
I ask, are the trustees of our Tuskegee Female College? 
Are they preachers? Who are now organizing the Fa- 
culty? Are they preachers? No, you know them, and4 
have every opportunity to see to what extent laymen 
control these interests. But you ihquire, arc not thfi^ 
laity equally interested with Mf preachers in the Boo]i s 
Concern? I answer, by no m^Sins; the preachers, not 
the laity, furnished mainly the capital, made the earn- 
ings by their labor, and disburse the profits, not to in- 
digent laymen, but to distressed preachers. Who, th^n, 
should control it? Plainly, those who alone would suffer 
from its mismanagement. 

PRINICPLES OF CHURCH PROPERTY CASE. 

The foregoing expose of the character of the property 
held by the Methodist Church, will prepare us for an 
easy understanding of the principles involved in the 
Church Property Case, in which the right of the South- 
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ern Church to a due proportion of the Book Concern 
fund, was contested by the Church, North, under the in- 
fluence of abolition sentiment. I here premise that the 
opinions of legal gentlemen, such as the learned counsel 
engaged in the Church suit, upon questions such as the 
following: What are the rights of property which the 
courts of our country will recognize? are worthy of the 
j; highest respect. But upon questions of Church polity, 
whether in the Methodist, Baptist or Presbyterian Church- 
es, those who are not connected with these Churches, 
however great their legal attainments, cannot possibly 
understand them as thoroughly, as judicious ministers 
of these Churches, who are familiar with the every day 
operations of their respective Church systems. * 

I have all along iu this discussion supported my posi- 
tion from acknowledged Church standards, and not from 
^e mere opinions of those unconnected with either of 
our Churches. You had the standards of our Church 

«re you, in the very book whence you extracted these 
1 opinions. When you sought to condemn us, you 
lid have attempted it from those standards. Your 
failure to do this, and your resort to the mere opinions 
of only a portion of the counsel engaged in the case — 
opinions which had been, in advance, solemnly protested 
against by no less an authority than the Louisville 
Convention of the Church, South, which protest was ac- 
tually in evidence before the Court — and opinions too, 
which were exactly opposite to the opinions of the most 
distinguished lawyer employed in the case, and, indeed, 
the most distinguished lawyer in the United States, the 
Hon. Rufus Choate, of Boston — and opinions, which 
have also drawn forth from Dr. Elliott, and others, of the 
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Church, North, bitter condemnation; though you seem 
to have strangely mistaken us, in supposing that either 
the Northern or Southern Churches silently assented to 
these opinions — this resort, I say, to proof of this des- 
cription, is prima facie evidence of the weakness of 
your cause, and of the groundlessness of your allega- 
tions. 

It may be asked, then, did the Church, South, recover m 
its property upon false principles? I answer, no. There 
were principles set forth in the debate, which were false 
in their application to all other matters of Church polity, 
but true in their application to the Book Concern Fund- 
With reference to this fund, the entire travelling minis- 
*try of the United States had no constituency — they 
were the only body in the Church, who had any voice 
at all in the disposing of this fund — they were the only 
department of the Church which had any control oy^ 
it, and simply because it was of their own creatidb: 
they were the Church, in the governmental sense 
term, so far as this fund was concerned, but no fui 
The application of these principles, to other matter! 
Church polity, was a false statement of our Ch«rch 
government, but their application to this fund was just, 
and, therefore, the Court righteously adjudged,, us our 
rights in the case. 

The case stood thus: The Book Concern property was 
held by the entire body of travelling ministry, for speci- 
fied uses. Secondly:. The Annual Conferences delegated 
to the General Conference their entire control over this 
fund, placing upon them but a single restriction, which 
restriction was, that they should carry out the design 
of the founders of this charity: namely, that they should 
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not appropriate the produce of this fund to any other 
purpose than for the benefit of the beneficiaries therein 
described; and so the General Conference became the 
manager of this fund, and the Annual Conferences dis- 
bursed the proceeds to the beneficiaries thereof. Thirdly: 
The General Conference, thus clothed with full powers, 
could have divided, without any separation of the 
Church, this fund into two or twenty parts, provided 
that the intention of this restrictive article was secured, 
that the proceeds were disbursed to the proper benefi- 
ciaries. Fourthly: The division of this fund with the 
Church, South, secured the proceeds of it to the very 
same beneficiaries, and no others, intended in the re- 
strictive article; and, therefore, the General Conference 
had the power to make this division; and in view of 
the necessity for separate ecclesiastical jurisdictions, 
'.Rowing out of the diverse views of the two sections of 
the Church upon the slavery question, wisdom dictated 

«j propriety of this division of the fund. And, lastly: 
e majority of Annual Conferences of the United 
States — the only primary bodies having any claim over 
this fund — approved of this division; and though the 
two-thirds majority required to change the restrictive 
article, was not obtained ; yet in consideration of the 
fact that the design of this article was as effectually 
secured after tJie division of the funds with the Church, 
South, as before, it was decided to be no bar to this 
division of the property. Therefore, the will of the major- 
ity of the General Conference of 1844, and the will of the 
majority of Annual Conferences which approved of the 
measure thereafter, should be executed. 
23 



266 A DISCUSSION ON 

The plea set up in bar of this measure was, that the 
beneficiaries to whom the Southern Conferences would 
distribute these proceeds, did not answer the descrip- 
tion of such in the discipline— they were not members 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church — they and their Con- 
ferences were a secession ' from the Methodist Church. 
It was replied that, in the Church, South, " there was 
no deviation in morals or doctrines, in rites, ceremonies^ 
or usages — that there is no sort of pretence of any de- 
viation in doctrine, nor anything in morals, in practice, 
or in Methodist usages, or that we are heterodox in the 
shade of a hair." In everything we are alike; and, 
therefore, if the fund were divided with the Southern 
Church, it would not promote doctrines contrary to 
those cherished by the creators of this charity. We 
have done nothing for which we should be stigmatized 
as a secession; we have only asked for a duality of 
jurisdictions, instead of an unity of jurisdiction of the 
General Conference; and we had weighty reasons ftnj;^ 
making this demand. 

The preachers representing the Annual Conferences, 
and the people in the Northern section of the Church, 
declared it was the sentiment of the Northern people, 
that it would operate greatly to the prejudice of Me- 
thodism in that section, if a bishop connected with 
slavery were permitted to exercise Episcopal functions 
among them — and accordingly suspended a blameless 
bishop. Thereupon, the Southern preachers represent- 
ing the Annual Conferences, and the people in the South- 
ern section of the work, knowing the strong indignation 
which would inevitably be excited by an attempt to de- 
grade a holy man from the office of bishop, on account 
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of his connection with slavery, asked that provision 
should be made for a separation, contingent upon the 
demand of the people of their section for such division. 
The preachers representing the Church, North, wisely 
conceded that contingent demand, and took all the pre- 
liminary steps necessary to consummate the separation; 
provided that the facts which were to be developed, 
proved that the Southern preachers had rightly inter- 
preted public sentiment. They separated — the South- 
ern preachers returned to their homes. Primary assem- 
blies were called — as Mr. Fancher, counsel for the North, 
said: " The most excited meetings soon occurred in all 
parts of the South, and the most indignant resolutions 
were passed." With one consent, they demanded an im- 
mediate separation from the Church, North. The con- 
tingency provided for by the General Conference was 
become a certainty. And to complete all the steps ne- 
cessary to perfectly exonerate us from the charge of se- 
cession, the entire body of Annual Conferences took ac- 
tion directly upon the moneyed interests involved in the 
division, and thus indirectly upon the question of the 
division ilself; and a majority of them voted that the 
Church, South, should have her just proportion of the 
funds of the Church. 

Here, then, we have the General Conference consent- 
ing to the division, if the sentiment of the people de- 
manded it^the majority of the Annual Conferences of 
the United States also consenting to it — the laity of the 
entire South demanding it — and the laity of the Church, 
North, the only remaining party in the case, being sa- 
tisfied that their abolition sentiments had accompli-shed 
the suspension of Bishop Andrew, and the separation 
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DOt alSecting their Church relations at all, did not, in 
their primary assemblies, raise any voice against this 
division, which they could have done had they seen pro- 
per; and therefore, it is only justice to say, that they 
also tacitly consented to this division. Thus we see the 
majority, in all the departments of the Church, consent- 
ing to a duality of jurisdictions; and though there was 
not two thirds majority of Conferences, wrongly suppos- 
ed necessary to a division of the funds of the Church, 
yet there was a majority in favor of separate jurisdic- 
tions, and being one in all things else, we are not, there- 
fore, a schism or secession, and so were righteously ad- 
judged by the Court 

That these were the true principles upon which the 
rights of the South rested, and upon which the Court de- 
cided in favor of the South, though not presented in this 
form, is evident from the fact, that in all the pleadings 
of the counsel, there is a constant reference, not only to 
the action of the General Conference, but also to the ac- 
tion of the majority of the Annual Conferences, in favor 
of the plan of separation, and to the almost universal 
demand of the laity of the Southern Church for that se- 
paration. Some, however, of the counsel, and only some 
of them, in their zeal to repel the charge of schism from 
the Church, South, thought proper, contrary to the opinion 
of other counsel to take the position, that the General 
Conference had almost enough power to divide the 
Church independently of the action of other departments 
of the church. Nevertheless, fearful of the weakness of 
this position, they took good care to show that the en- 
tire laity of the South demanded the separation, and that 
a majority of the Annual Conferences sanctioned it. 
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Now, the idea that the provision of the General Con- 
ference for a division of the Church, would have been 
binding upon the Annual Conferences and the laity, if 
public sentiment among them had not demanded it, is 
plainly absurd; for, upon the very face of the articles 
of separation, as well as in the debates of that Confer- 
ence, and in the protest of the South, the fact stands out 
prominently to view, that the plan of separation was to 
be executed only upon a given contingency; that is, the 
laity and ministry of the Southern Church should de- 
mand it. If this contingency did not become a fact, the 
plan of separation was to be void and of no elBFect. 
Moreover, the action thought necessary to consummate 
the division, was to be laid before all the Annual Confer- 
ences for their assent; and, as Mr. Fanchersays: "TAe 
Southern preachers were to fed the pulse of public senlimenty^' 
and act accordingly. Therefore, the assumption that the 
General Conference claimed and possessed the power to 
divide the Church, independently of the Annual Confer* 
ences and of the laity, was wholly gratuitous, and con- 
trary to the facts in the case, and unnecessary for the 
support of the just claims of the South. 

If the Annual Conferences had vetoed the action of the 
General Conference, it would have been a nullity; and 
if the laity, in their primary assemblies, had protested 
against it, that protest would have been of as much 
force, as it was in the case of a distinguished preacher 
of the Georgia Conference, who opposed the plan of 
separation, and was required to vacate his charge of 
the Columbus station; it would have made the plan null ' 
and void. 
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Nevertheless, I have already admitted that in so far 
as the control of the Book Concern Fund, which was the 
pro|>(»rty in suit, was concerned, the preachers who cre- 
ated it had the sole control of it. They were, with 
respect to- it, and to it only, the Church, in a govern- 
mental sense, and had no constituency in this matter; 
and in the management of this fund, the laity had no 
voice. But as the same lawyer says (p. 330,) and as 
our discipline teaches, "The Church, in a Methodistic 
sens(v is the connexion of good and pious men, who 
make the Bible their creed, and hold fast to that only 
which is there expressly disclosed, or may be thereby 
by clear reasoning, established." This is what your 
own witness declares to be the Methodistic sense of the 
term Church: the very sense of the term Church I am 
explaining in my analysis of Methodism. And I am 
sure, very sure, that I much prefer the Methodistic idea 
of a Church, to a legal fiction wholly groundless, in fact, 
and in theory. And in the Methodistic sense, I know 
no lawyer, nor any other reader of our discipline, could 
affirm that our itinerant preachers bad no constituency, 
in the very face of the facts so plainly stated in our dis- 
cipline, that none can be licensed to preach among us 
without the vote of the laity; and none can be received 
into the itinerancy without a vote of the laity, recom- 
mending the candidate to be received; so that every 
itinerant has been constituted such by two distinct acts 
of the laity. The affirmation that the itinerant preach- 
ers had no constituency, must therefore, have been made 
in some other than a Methodistic sense; and if made in 
any other than a Methodistic sense, it has nothing to 
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do with, and should have no place in, a just exposition 
of Methodism. 

But Mr. Lord said, "If the General Conference had 
chosen to become Socinian, if it had chosen to have 
adopted the Presbyterian or Baptist forms, either of 
government or of doctrine, it was in its power to do it." 
Most assuredly they could, as individuals controlling 
their own action; any member or members of them, in 
our free country, could have adopted any of the systems 
specified; nay, more, he miglit with equal justice have 
said, they could have become Mohammedans j or Budhists; 
and so could any viember or members of your association^^ or 
conventions J or of Presbyterian Synods^ or assemblies. The 
members of our General Conference could have done 
this, contrary to that restrictive article, which you for- 
got to mention, and which forbids the altering of our 
doctrines to the shade of a hair. Still, there is another 
coiild and (xnoihev would too, behind all this matter — that 
is the Annual Conferences eould have taken every one 
of these delegates on their return home, and have tried 
and expelled them, and they would most certainly have 
done it too. If Mr. Lord meant that the members of the 
General Conference could have changed so much as a 
hair's breadth our articles of faith, even if there had 
been no restrictive article forbidding it, and then 
escaped ecclesiastical penalties, he was most egregi- 
ously mistaken. 

A little knowledge of the history of Methodism, would 
convince you, that no General Conference, either in the 
United States, or in England, has ever established or 
chaiiged our doctrines by vote. We have always acted 
on the principle that, we should not add new doctrines 
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to, nor expunge old doctrines from the Gospel of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. We have thought there was some- 
thing of temerity in the idea of voting, for instance, 
whether Christ were divine or not — whether he were 
the King of kings, and Lord of lords, or a mere worm 
of dust. We cannot with so facile a movement, bestow 
infinite crowns upon Christ, nor tear them from his brow, 
and therefore, do not consent that such doctrines shall 
be subject to majorities. We propound such truths as 
heaven's legislation, and whoever joins our Church, 
thereby declares his faith in them, not as man-made, 
but as heaven-revealed truths. 

The excellent Mr. Benson says, "Well was it for both 
preachers and people, that all their doctrines, and the 
essential parts of their discipline, which taken together, 
may be termed the constitution of the Methodists were 
decided upon and recorded before the existence of a Cou' 
fertnu. No member of the Methodist Conference how- 
ever respectable for parts or piety, would be suffered in 
that assembly to make the truth of any doctrine of Me- 
thodism or essential part of its discipline, a subject of 
debate. (Mem. p. 121.) And for this suflScient reason, 
that God has not imposed upon us the duty of amending 
his own legislation.^' 

The notion that the General Conference had no limit 
to its power but the six restrictive rules, had been 
solemnly protested against by the Louisville Conven- 
tion, which organized upon the demand of the laity, the 
Church, South, in the following language: a protest 
drawn forth by the doctrine that a General Conference 
had no restriction upon its power to depose a blameless 
bishop. "Very few, indeed, of the more fundamgital 
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and distinguishing elements of Methodism, deeply und 
imperisbably imbedded in the aflfection and veneration 
of the Church, and vital to its very existence, are even 
alluded to in the restrictive articles. This theory as- 
sumes the self-refuted absurdity, that the General Con- 
ference is in fact the government of the Church, if not 
the Church itself. With no other constitution than these 
mere restrictions upon the powers of the General Con- 
ference, the government and discipline of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, as a system of organizing laws and 
well-adjusted instrumentalities for the spread of the 
gospel, and the diffusion of piety, and whose living 
principles of energy have so long commanded the ad- 
miration of the world, would soon cease even to exist.'' 
(Prop. Case, p. 131.) "Such wild and revolutionary 
assumptions, so unlike the faith and discipline of Me- 
thodism, as we have been taught them, we are com- 
pelled to regard as fraught with ruin and mischief to 
the best interests of the Church." (p. 132.) 

The Hon. Rufus Choate, of Boston, the most eminent 
lawyer employed in the case, states correctly the rela- 
tive powers of the several departments of the Church. 
He says of what he styles " that old, grand, well com- 
pacted, and once beautiful community — the Methodist 
Episcopal Church: for the administration of local busi- 
ne.ss it has local judicatories; for the conduct of its ge- 
neral affairs proceeding upon the flan of our grand secular 
union, it has a general body." (p. 264.) So Mr. Choate, 
it seems, thought there was a striking analogy between 
our Church and the Federal Government; and like sen- 
timents were entertained by John C. Calhoun and Daniel 
Webster. Of the organization of American Methodism, 



274 A DISCUSSION ON 

Mr. Choate justly says: "Tho true sovereign, then, I 
submit, the true sovereign, by which alone it can be de- 
stroyed, may be said to be the preachers in a mass, act- 
ing in obedience to the wishes of the people, in strong 
and general demand of the laity for a separate organi- 
zation, through the advice of Mr. Wesley, and upon their 
own judgment of expediency and duty, and convened 
for the express purpose of doing that work. SO THAT 
IT WAS IN A REMARKABLE DEGREE ANALO- 
GOUS TO THE CONVENTION WHICH CREATED 
THE FEDERAL CONSTITUTION IN 1187. The 
true creator of the Church was the general and col- 
lective will of American Methodism, acting through the 
laity, and through the preachers. It was a great eccle- 
siastical Convention of the Methodists of America." 
(p. 268. "After this Church was created, it had, and 
it necessarily must have had, administrative bodies 
through which, in various spheres, to carry on its daily 
business. Such are the officers of the Church, such are 
the Annual Conferences, such are the Quarterly Confer- 
ences, and such is, or such, at least, was, in 1792, the 
General Conference. TJtese^ all of them, are subordinate 
executive agencies of the principal, ike constituent — the 
Church." 

That Mr Choate was correct in his view of the part 
performed by the laity in the organization of Methodism, 
is proved beyond all question, by Mr. Wesley's letter, 
recommending the organization of the American Church, 
and by his letters of ordination delivered to Dr. Coke. 
He says: "Some thousands of the inhabitants of these 
{ United] States desire my advice." And hence he gave 
them his views of a scriptural Church. Again: In the 
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ordination letter, he says: ** Many of the people in the 
Southern provinces of North America desire to continue under 
my care^^ &c. (Bangs' Church History, p. 154.) Now, 
you will observe, that, at that time, there were less than 
fifteen thousand members, including blacks, and only 
eighty-three preachers; therefore, if any man can im- 
peach the veracity of Mr. Wesley, and magnify eighty- 
three preachers into some thousands of the inhabitants of 
these States, he may then, and not until then, truthfully 
deny that the laity had any thing to do with the organi- 
zation of American Methodism. 

Mr. Choate's only error in imagining that we had not 
legally withdrawn from the Church, North, was, that he 
thought a majority of Annual Conferences less than two- 
thirds, insufficient, and this, with informalities in the 
action of the laity, prevented a legal division of the 
Church; therefore, we could not, under law, recover our 
just rights. But the plain principles of justice under- 
lying the case — the fact that the two Churches were 
identical in doctrines and usages — that the leading de- 
partment of our Church had consented to the division — 
that Southern preachers were, equally with Northern 
preachers, creators of this fund — and its proceeds, if di- 
vided with the South, would be distributed among simi- 
lar beneficiaries, determined the Court, notwithstanding 
any apparent informalities, in the action of the Annual 
Conferences, and of the laity, to order the South a just 
proportion of this property. 

Hence the Book Concern Property Case, proves that 
concern to be a valuable auxiliary of the gospel, and a 
holy charity. And the principles involved in its adjudi- 
cation demonstrate, that in all grand as well as minor 
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movements in the Methodist Episcopal Church, the laity 
exercise an all-controlling influence; and that the go- 
vernment of Methodism, in all respects in which the 
Bihle gives scope for human legislation, is modelled as 
Mr. Choatc says, after our secular union, 

MISCELLANEOUS. 

I will briefly dispose of your miscellaneous matter. I 
think with your judicious correspondent from Mississippi, 
that it is not just to charge the conduct of Muncer — 
" that most eminent Baptist," and of his licentious and tyr- 
anical band, upon modern Baptists ; albeit his celebrat- 
ed Dran, Dran, Dran proclamation, shows upon the very 
face of it, that it was a religious persecution. He says: 
" The ungodly will weep like children, but be you piti- 
less, " &c. I quoted it to show that it was equally illo- 
gical and unjust to charge Wesley's love of the British 
monarchy upon American Methodism. 

With regard to creeds ; so long as there is a copy ex- 
tant of the " Confession of faith and Baptist Discipline," 
from which I quoted so often in this discussion, and so 
long as you require the subscription of ministers to your 
written Articles of Faith, as you have done even here, 
in Tuskegee, I feel it would b^ injustice to you to class 
you with the Campbellites, who object to creeds. 

Concerning open communion, I repeat, I concur with 
your great lights, John Bunyan, Baptist Noel, and Ro- 
bert Hall, and with the last named, in both his premises 
and conclusions. 

In answer to the question, whether I would admit any 
one to communion who had been expelled from the Me- 
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thodist Church, and had joined another Church, I re* 
mark— if not expelled for immoral conduct, I would. 

I have been called repeatedly, in this discussion, to 
correct your errors; you may call them errors of fact, 
or errors of opinion, just which you please. I must 
again correct a very serious error, involving the rights 
of membership. You now admit that a bishop cannot 
reinstate an expelled member, but you say the Quarter- 
ly, Annual, and General Conferences can, and the prin- 
ciple is the same; you aye altogether mistaken. All the 
Annual and General Conferences in America cannot re- 
instate a lay member, or have any thing whatever to do 
with his trial. A member, if he himself choose,^can take 
his case up by appeal to the Quarterly Conference, and in 
Tuskegee, this Conference has not a single preacher out 
of some fourteen members, except myself. The presid- 
ing Elder has not even the casting vote in it. Nor has 
the preacher in charge so much as a casting vote in the 
trial of a member before the Church. In this particular 
you have more power over your members than I have 
in my charge. 

You have frequently asked for the logic of my exposure 
of the disorders of the Baptist Church, in its bearing up- 
on the point under discussion. I have answered, it was 
the argummtum ad hominem — the point was, if your sys- 
tiem be Republican, much more is ours. It was to de- 
monstrate the superiority of what the Hon. Rufus 
Choate calls that grand, beautiful, well compacted or- 
ganization — the Methodist Church government, over the 
system of sad anarchy and confusion, called Baptist 
Church government. It would have been more agreeable 
to you, no doubt, if I had stood on the defensive only, and 
24 
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not instituted a comparison between the two systems; 
but tastes will differ. If I have failed to pay my res- 
pects to every solitary argument you have advanced, I 
am not aware of it. 
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I now examine, as b, finale, the " Contrast" you ima- 
gine yourself to have discovered between Methodism 
and Republicanism ; an examintition not very necessa- 
ry after the foregoing review of the principles involved 
in the Church suit, and an exposure of the fallacies of 
the legal fictions, which were the chief support of the 
** Contrast.'^ I pursue the work, however, intending that 
that contrast shall be numbered with the thiiif s which 
are " twice dead, plucked up by the roots.'' 

I premise that the Bible contains all the doctrines 
and the essential principles of discipline; which govern 
gospel Churches ; and the only scope given to Church 
legislation, is in tho minor matters necessary to carry 
into detail these principles of divine legislation. In 
your " contrast," you seem to have obliterated the dis- 
tinction between what is the allotted scope for Church 
government and the province of divine legislation. In 
tho last-named respect, there is, or should be, a " con- 
trast" between the Church government of gospel 
Churches, and the best form of civil government; but 
in the former respect, that is, within the lawful sphere 
of Church legislation, it is proper there should be, and 
in the Methodist Church there certainly is, a most strik- 
ing analogy between her Church government and Ke- 
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publicanism. But to particularize, taking up your points 

In the first place, you say, "The Constitution of the 
United States was formed by representatives chosen by 
the people — the Book of Discipline by sixty clegymen 
— there was not a single layman's representative in it." 
Ans. Mr. Choate says: "The Conference which created 
the organization of Methodism was in a remarkable de- 
gree analogous to the Convention which formed the Fe- 
deral Constitution in 1*IS*1," They were every one of 
them elected to the ministry by the votes of the people; 
they acted in obedience to their strong and general de- 
mand, and so were representatives of the people on the 
one hand, and, having been called by the Spirit of Christ 
to the ministry, were representatives of Christ on the 
other part. Their doctrines and essential points of dis- 
cipline were already formed to their hand by divine le- 
gislation, and had been voluntarily subscribed to by the 
people, and their duty was only to frame minor details 
in order to obedience to Christ's legislation, and these 
affected chiefly the ministry themselves. 

Secondly: "The Constitution of the United States, 
when drafted, was submitted back again to the people: 
the Constitution of Methodism was adopted and forced 
upon their membership, and no layman asked to cast his 
suffrages by way of adopting it.'' Ans. The doctrines, 
and essential parts of Methodism, being Christ's legisla- 
tion, and having been voluntarily recognized as such 
by every member, by the act of joining our Church; the 
less important details, bearing chiefly upon the itiner- 
ancy, which were left for regulation by a Conference 
^composed of ministers elected to the ministry by the 
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people, like the less important laws passed by Congresy 
for carrying out the principles of the Federal CoBstita- 
tion, were nor submitted back to the people, upon wbom 
indeed, they had very little if any bearing. 

Thirdly: * ^Amendments to the Constitution are sub- 
mitted to their respective constituencies; amendments to 
the Discipline are foisted upon the Churches by the 
mere prerogative of the General Conference." Ans.-r- 
Amendments are essential changes in the Constitution^ 
to be amended, and therein differ from ordinary legisla- 
tion; but the essentials of the Methodist Discipline are 
not, and never have been subject to ao^endment, either 
by the laity, or ai;iy Conference whatever, because we 
cannot improve Christ's legislation. Nevertheless, the 
question of a duality of General Conference jurisdic- 
tions, leaving intact ^11 other departments of the Churchy 
all offices, rules, and usages, and therefore being no es- 
sential change of discipline, was notwithstanding, sub- 
mitted back to the people, and decided according to 
their demands. 

Fourthly: "The President of the United States, an4 
the highest officers recognized by the General Govern- 
n^ont, are chosen by the people every two, three, or four 
years; the bishops of the Methodist Church are chosQ^ 
for life by the General Conference, and are responsible 
only to their own consciences." Ans. The duration of 
their term of office is like the term of office of the Su- 
preme Judges of the United States, and of the highest 
executive officers of the army and navy of our country; 
the appointment of bishops is similar to the appoint- 
ment of these j udges and high executive officers not di- 
rectly from the people, and like them, they are subject 
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to itfiipeAchmiatat ^y the Sefnate 6f the Methodist Church 
— ^the Gtenefral Conference. They have also been called 
into thfe inini&tfy for life by the Spirit of Christ ; an ad- 
vantage which cannot be claimed by the divil officers, 
whose term of office is of eqtial duration. 

Fifthly: "The Congress of the United States, is com- 
posed of delegates elected by the suffrages of the seve- 
ral States, or by the people of the several States; the 
Annual and Greneral Conferences of the Methodist 
Church, ex officio, of the bishops and travelling clergy; 
no layman of the Methodist Church ever cast a single 
ballot for a, representative to either a State or General 
Conference.'^ Ans. The Senate of the Methodist Church 
— the General Conferen-ce — ^like the Senate of the United 
States, is composed of delegates elected by the suffrages 
of the State or Ainnual Conferences; arid eVery single 
member of our State or Annual Conferences was consti- 
tuted suoh by two distinct votes of the people. More- 
over, the action of our Annual and General Conferences, 
unlike laws passed in Congress for the people, is almost 
wholly restricted to the control of the ministers, who 
compose these bodies; and wherein it is not thus re- 
stricted, the laity in their several Churches, or in the 
side-societies of our Church, have co-ordinate or equal 
jurisdiction. 

Sixthly. "The basis of representation in our civil in- 
stitutions is the population of the States, except in the 
Senate, but in Methodism, the basis of representation 
is the travelling clergy/' Ans. Well, it is sufficient for 
us if we imitate the exception named, in the yrisest em- 
bodiment of Republicanism in the land — the Senate 
chamber. Still, we have &, niore equable basis than 
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that; our rvprescutation depends upon the number of 
t!u' iiineraDts, jiiid, tlievefure, the number of the repre- 
yriitativoB of our people; and much more have we au 
Oi^Uiiblo basis of reprcBenlation than your last so called 
Si«ui!u»rn Convention, in which tliough fourteen States 
shuuld have been simiLirly represented;, there were out 
of two hundred and eight delogutes, ninety -four from 
Ahiluima, and none at all from three Southern States. 

Your seventhly, is but a repetition of your fifthly, 
and is answered above. 

Eiglithly. "Our civil constitutions recognize checks 
and bahiuces, tribunals to correct errors, &c.; but in 
Methodism, tlie will of the preuclior or bishop is omni- 
potent in the premises." Ans. Bishop Ilamline taught 
that the will of a General Conference was omnip(jtent 
ta remove even a blameless bishop; and a fortiori a 
bishop charged with imprudencies. If this is not a 
clieck, what is it? This system of removals,, as Bishop 
Handinc said^ /</r unacceptibilily to the peopUf is like the 
President's removals of custom house officers, judges 
of territories,. &c.; only that civil removals extinguish 
oflicial powers, whereas Church removals only change 
tlie sphere of action ; therefore, the power of removal 
with us in Church matters, is less than that possessed 
by the President in civil affairs. 

Ninthly. "In the general government, the people 
choose directly or indirectly every officer; in Methodism^ 
the travelling ministry appoint every officer," «&c. Ans. 
I admire your caution in including the indirect choice of 
every officer^ for sometimes that choice is removed several 
links from the people, as in the case oftliese high 
officers — Federal judges, and numerous executive offir 
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ccrs of the government. In Method ism, there is an 
equal, if not greater directness from the people; all the 
itinerants are called directly by vote of the people, and 
by the Spirit of Christ, in which last respect, they have 
a claim to their office unknown to civil officers; and 
having through faithfulness, "purchased to themselves 
a good degree," their brethren acknowledge it by simply 
appointing them as first among equals, which action by 
our Church Senate rests upon better reasons than civil 
official appointments not received directly from the 
people. 

Tenthly. "The right of petition is acknowledged by 
the general government, but the bishops of the Method- 
ist Church say ' pardon us if we know of no such 
rights.'" Ans. The General Conference has never in a 
single instance denied the right of petition, or of memo- 
rializing them upon any subject. The right we deny is 
the right of a layman to order a hundred ministers, 
more or less, to the four winds, leaving them to decamp 
at his dictum, while he returned with quiet dignity to 
his home. It is like the refusal of Congress to pass 
laws at the instance of abolition petitions, which would 
control political and social interests in no wise affecting 
them; and, fortunately for us, the acts of Congress have 
very distinctly replied to such busy bodies in other 
men^s matters: "We know no such rights, we compre- 
hend no such privileges." 

Your Eleventhly is contained in your Fifthly, and art- 
swered above. 

Twelfth: " Congress is a body of limited powers; but 
the General Conference is a body unlimited in its aii- 
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thority to create, and equally unlirtrited in the authority 
to destroy; it was in its power to become Socinian,'' &c. 
Ans. The six restrictive articles forbidding any change 
in doctrines and roles, &c.; the protest of the Louisville 
Convention against this doctrine; the analysis of our 
Church government by Mr. Choate; the protest of lead- 
ing men in the Church, North, and the entire history of 
Methodism, proves this legal fiction not only to be un- 
foinided, but to be utterly absurd. 

Thirteenth. " The Constitution of the United States 
alleges that we, the people of the United States, do or- 
dain and establish this Constitntion; the discipline 
aflirms that Mr. Wesley preferred the Episcopal mode 
of Church government. One man, John Wesley, author 
ized the establishment of the Methodist Church." Ans. 
John AVosley himself, saj'S in his letters recommending 
an organization, and letters of ordination to Dr. Coke: 
Some (koHsands of the inhabitants of these States desife my 
ndricf, ami in compfiauce with their desire^ I have drawn up 
a little sketch. Tlie Conference which organized the Am- 
erioiin ^fethodist Church, says Mr. Choate, was analogous 
in a remarkable degree to the Convention wkkh formed tki 
Federal Constitution in 1*781. 

Fourteenth. " In the government of the United States, 
legislative, executive, and judicial powers are placed in 
the hands of three distinct classes of officers; in the 
Methodist Church, these powers are all in the same 
hands." Ans. Our bishops have no legislative powers 
at all; our Annual and General Conferences have no 
executive powers at all in any one of our thousands of 
Churches; and our preachers in charge have only judi- 
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cial powers in our Churches, besides other restrictions, 
too tedious to specify, and withal, the essential parts 
of our discipline are of Christ alone. 

Your fifteenth is included in your fifth and tenth, and 
the answer to them is my reply. 

Sixteenth: "Our civil constitutions recognize the prin- 
ciple, that, all power is inherent in the people; in the 
Methodist Church, all power is inherent in the clergy." 
Ans. The clorgy have no power, so much as to vote in 
the expulsion of a jnember; they have no power, so 
much as to vote upon our doctrines and the essential 
parts of our discipline. The acknowledgement of the 
principle that all power is inherent in the people, in 
spiritual matters, would be an attempt to dethrone 
Christ as King in Zion. 

Seventeenth: '* In our civil government, the property 
is held by the people; in the Methodist Church it is held 
and disposed of by the clergy." Ans. The Book Con- 
cern property is held by the clergy in trust for specified 
holy uses, and rightfully, for that fund was mainly erf 
their own creation; but in all church-buildings, colleges, 
&c., they have no property at all, not even to the valuo 
of a single cent; they have never claimed any right 
beyond the privilege of appointing preachers to the 
Churches. 

Thus endeth the review of " The Contrast," establish- 
ing the fact, that where there should be a contrast be- 
tween God*s Church and a civil government, that con- 
trast exists; but within the limited scope given for 
Church legislation, the analogy between the Methodist 
Church government, and the government of the United 
States, is striking. For the contrast between the dis- 
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jointed scheme, yclept tbe Baptist Church gAvemmentfl, 
and our Federal Government, see my former commnnir 
cations. For brevity, I have compared our government 
with the Federal, and not State governments. 



CONCLUSION. 

In conclusion, I congratulate all concerned, upon the 
pleasant character of the discussion now closing. I 
thank you for the courtesies you have extended to me, 
and do cordially reciprocate your kind regards. I feli- 
citate myself upon the prospect of the publication of this 
discussion in a permanent form. I believe that it will 
not only not diminish, but rather increase that holy 
charity, but too imperfectly cherished by the two 
Churches to each other; that it will be productive 
of good to both Churches, and a noble example of the 
truth, that controversy can be carried on with kindness, 
and in a spirit of Christian forbearance. 

With this spirit of holy charity resting upon our 
Churches, they will do good work in the cause of the 
great Head of the Church, whatever be the merits or 
defects of their systems of government. But without 
this spirit, though our preachers "spoke with the 
tongues of men, and of angels, and understood all 
mysteries, and all knowledge; though our members 
gave all their goods to feed the poor, and their bodies 
to be burned," it would profit them nothing. 

I am satisfied with the discussion, and wish it to go 
to the world upon its own merits. In view of the cheap- 
ness of the publication, and its consequent wider circu- 
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lation; and that the circulation may be equally wide in 
both Churches, accompanied as it then will be, by the 
endorsement of both Methodists and Baptists, I hope 
you will in the magnanimity which you have hitherto 
shown me, and in justice to me, publish the " Addenda'' 
recommended by the Tuskegee Association, in a separ- 
ate volume. I propose, therefore, in order to secure 
these ends, that yourself and a committee of three from 
your Church, meet myself and those members of the Me- 
thodist Church who endorsed my first article, to confer 
upon and arrange all preliminaries necessary to give 
weight to the publication of this discussion. 

With sentiments of Christian love, 

I am, your brother in Christ, 

E. J. HAMILL. 

Noyember 8th, 1855. 
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REPLY TO LETTER VL 

METHODIST CHURCH PROPERTY CASE AG AM 

Error mast be removed before Tmth can be eBtablished; No fond- 
datioQ for Episcopacy in the Scriptures, according to its most 
able defenders; Time, place, and circumstances supply its only 
defence; Manifest perversion and misconstruction of argunlents; 
The dbjecU for which the Book Fund was raised, not the subject 
of debate; Changing the issue; Another specimen of Methodist 
logic; The " holy charity" not too holy for lay management; 
A plain statement of the case; The question at issue between 
the parties; Decision of the court; Mr. Choate's " view of Me- 
thodism" answered by Mr. Johnson, declared sophistical by the 
court, and overruled; Difference between a General Conference 
possessing sovereign power, and the Congress of the United 
States possessing limited powers; Mr. Wesley's letter granting 
the request of his American children; Application of the prin- 
ciples involved in the law suit to the entire system of Methodism; 
An inventory of facts; Are legal gentlemen of the first distinc- 
tion, and learned judges capable of understanding " the Book 
of Discipline" and ** the History of Methodism," when they are 
in evidence before them? A trilenmia; ; Some credit is due the 
solenm decisions of our National Courts. 

THE STANDARDS. 

Another appeal to the standards, in search of the " democratic ele- 
ment;" AVatson's Theological Institutes; Prof. C.F. Deems; Judge 
Longstreet; Lorenzo Dow; Isaac Taylor; Rev. R. Abby; Aris- 
tocracy; An interesting experiment suggested; A transfer of 
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property implies proprietorship; Protests; Judicial exposition 
of Methodism; An odium which is proof against all ''protests;" 
The " could " and the " would " of the General Conference 
not subject to the Churches; Not likely that the same men 
would act dlfiferently in a General and Annual C^onference; 
Another extract from the Opinion of the Court; Three remark- 
able conclusions; How a cypher in the premises becomes " an 
all-controlling " numerical number in the conclusion; An im- 
provement on Bishop Taylor's discovery of Truth without evi- 
dence; How a system of government which "has no constitu- 
ents " is " modified after our grand secular union;" Synopsis. 

MISCELLANEOUS. 

Mr. Wesley, and Twi ** the will of the laity, acting through the min- 
istry," the father of American Methodism; The Munster insur- 
rectionists sustain no such relation to the Baptists; The author- 
ity of creeds; The Methodist Church more holy than the Lord's 
table; The jurisdiction of Quarterly and Annual Conferences; 
The Book of Discipline responsible for the error; The relative 
power of a Methodist and Baptist pastor; "Anarchy and confu- 
sion, called Baptist Church government;" " Tastes will differ;" 
An illustrative anecdote. 

THE COXTRJkffT, 

A modest pkdge; A wonderful draft upon popular credulity; The 
voluntary adoption of a f(»rm of government does not make it 
Republican; an essential change in the constitution of Method- 
ism not submitted to the laity for confirmation; Judges and 
military officers not law-making authorities; The constituents 
of a Geneial Conference and of the Congress of the United 
States contrasted; Senate of the United States; Baptist Conven- 
tions not legislative bodies, therefore, cannot infringe upon the 
rights of the Churches; Seventh, eleventh, and fifteenth points 
not identical with the fifth; Bishop Hamline stationed to guard 
the eighth point; "Philadelphia Church Advocate;" Question 
for the Protestant Methodists to answer; " Protests " vs. Facts; 
The " Standards;^' Bishop Bascom detailed to guard the fonr- 

25 
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tecnth point; Clerical absolutism; Trustees of Church ]r^^ 
perty; Something about " killing and plucking up by the roots,'' 
what the fathers of ^' our Episcopacy " planted; The uvenUm 
pointt sustained; Mr. Hamill the antagonist of the Circuit Court 
of the United States, not own; An' important concession the 
basis of a strange conclusion; Was apostolic Church govern- 
ment ''a disjointed system of anarchy and confusion?" The 
Church government adopted by Christ and his Apostles pre- 
ferable to that despotic ''scheme yclept" Methodist Episco- 
pacy, fastened upon Methodists by Wesley and sixty travelling 
preachers, in 1784; Proposition in regard to the joint publica- 
tion of the discussion; Concession to secure this; Reciprocal 
courtesy; Conclusion. 

** We will eat onr own bread, and wear onr own apparel; only let u be called by 
thy name, to take away onr reproach."— Isaiah, iv. 1. 

** For they have healed the hart of the danghterof my people dightly, nying. Peace 
peace, when there is no peace. "—Jkr.. viii; 11. 

If men's judgments were not warped and distorted 
by their prejudices and passions, truth would always 
be a welcome guest. But ever since sin despoiled the 
handiwork of God, this virgin form of heavenly mould 
has been doomed to a perpetual war with the lower 
and baser affections of the human soul. Like the fabled 
Osiris, she has been hewn in pieces, and the fragments 
have been scattered to the four winds of heaven, there- 
by devolving upon her sad friends the task of hunting 
up these fragments, and by a kind of moral synthesis, 
restoring her again to her former loveliness and sym- 
metry. This consummation may be long delayed. Many 
fierce contests may yet lie between her votaries and the 
promised victory. But He who has commissioned them 
to execute this sacred trust will see to it, that their la- 
bors shall not be intermitted, until every member of the 
body of this martyred saint shall be restored, and " the 
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Spirit of life from God, shall enter into it; and it shall 
«tand up, and great fear fall upon them who see 
it." 

Now, it must strike every sensible man with all the 
force of an overwheJlming conviction, that the exposing 
and subversion of error is an essential condition preced- 
ent to the establishment of truth. A large portion of the 
iabors of our Saviour were devoted to the refutation of 
the prevailing errors of the age in which he lived upon 
'earth — called in Scripture " the traditions of the ciders," 
He employed no palliating terms by which to call them. 
With the integrity and sternness of Divinity itself, he 
knew nothing of expedients and compromises. De- 
nouncing these apologists of error as a '' generation of 
vipers" and " hypocrites," woe after woe falls from his 
lips like so many claps of thunder. " In* vain do ye 
worship me," he says,*" teaching for doctrines ike command- 
ments of men/* And is error less offensive to him now 
than it was then? Nay, verily. Whatever is taught for 
doctrines which 'bears not the heavenly inscription, 
fihould be denounced as ^ the commandments of men." 
And he who compromises " one jot or tittle" of divine 
truth to popular opinion, is unworthy of human or di- 
vine trust. 

That Episcopacy has no foundation in the Word of 
<jrod, is freely admitted by its best and most able cham- 
pions. Dr. Bangs, quoted by the Eev. Mr. Stevens, a 
Methodist clergyman, in his " Essay on Church Polity," 
«ays: " No speci-fic form of Church government is pre- 
scribed in Scripture, and therefore it is left to the dis- 
cretion of the Church to regulate these matters, as the 
^xi^eacies of the time, place, and circumstances shall 
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dictate to bo most cxpcdieut, and likelj to accom- 
plish the greatest amount of good; always avoiding 
any and everything which God has prohibited.'' Bishop 
Beveridge, says: " Nothing can bo determined from 
what the Apostles did in their early proceedings, in 
preaching the gospel, as to the establishment of any 
certain form of Church government." Ut supra. To 
these we may add the testimony of Mr. Wesley, in a 
letter to Mr. Clark: "I think he (Bishop Stillingfleet,) 
has unanswerably proved, that neither Christ nor his 
Apostles prescribe any particular form of Church gov- 
ernment, and that ike plea of the divine right oj Episcopacy 
was never heard of in the primitive Church" Works, vol. x. 
p. 231. So that the only defence of which Episcopacy 
admits at all, is that which ** time, place, and circum- 
stances" may suggest. Throwing ourselves even upon 
this flimsy and miserable subterfuge — a subterfuge 
which error is always proposing when grappling with 
truth, begging only to be recognized a^ an equal party 
in the contest — we say, granting all -this, we still fight 
Episcopacy with the weapons which " time, place, and 
circumstances" have thrown in our hands. As to the 
" time," it is the middle of the nineteenth century, when 
man is engaged in making the last great experiment as 
to whether he is able to govern himself, or whether he 
must still groan under a self-constituted despotism, re- 
ligious or political, " which has no constituents." And 
then, as to the " place," it is the free Commonwealth of 
the United States, the favored spot of earth, the asylum 
for the oppressed of all nations, where all men are re- 
cognized as equal. If, then, the " place" is to have an 
agency in modifying ecclesiastical polity, we claim that 
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Episcopacy shall surrender her mitre to that heavenly 
appointed constituency in the Churches of the Saints, 
whose nobility has been patented by the Trfune'God; 
who are his " kings and prieffts" — even as civil despots 
have been made to surrender their crown to that power 
behind the throne more potent than " cabals'* and ** star 
chambers." And finally, as to the " circumstances*'— 
these all point unmistakeably to such a reformation in 
" our Episcopacy," as will compel her to " know the rights 
and comprehend ike priviieges" ofu** conetitvencyj' 

But our purpose is not to introduce a now train of ar- 
g'ument in this discussion, for we have already conclud- 
ed our part of the argument, but simply to respond to 
Brother HamilPs last communication. And the reader 
will doubtless agree with our first impression on receiv- 
ing it from his hands. If it is only as logical as it is 
lengthy^ it is certainly a very stem document. But on 
wading through it, we found it to be but a i-eiteration 
of much of his preceding articles, adapted only to our 
two last articles. 

In regard to the " Church Property Case," there are 
but two or three points in his article which merit our 
attention. He has doubtless given a faithful account of 
the origin and history of the " Book €oncern." With 
this, however, we have nothing to do. We have been 
discussing a principle in Episcopal Methodism which de- 
termined the division of that fund between the North 
and the South. And this is the first point to which the 
reader's attention is invited. How Bro. Hamill could 
have misconstrued the whole drift of our argument upon 
that case, we are at a loss to determine. After stating 
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the benevolent objects of the ** Book Concern," tiz: to 
circulate a religious literatwre, and support supernume- 
rary and superannuated preachers, and tlie widows and 
orphans of deceased ministers, he asks: " Can any ra- 
tional man pronounce such an institution, contempla- 
ting such holy ends, anti-Republican!*' We utterly deny 
having pronounced an}' swch thing. We never so much 
as alluded to tlie ohjeUs contemplated in the establish- 
ment of that " Concern." The objects it contemplates is 
otie thing — the princf'pfes on which it is administered is 
quite a different thing. Now, Brother Hamill seeks to 
make us affirm that of the ohj(ds of this fund, which we 
alErmed of the principles on which an equitable divisioi^ 
of it was made between the North and South, by the ju- 
dicial tribunals of the country. And that be had to 
resort to such a subterfuge as this, to meet as plain 
an argument at least as we are capable of writing, 
and pervert it to a purpose which never entered our 
bead, is proof demonstrative that he felt incompe- 
tent to meet it fairly. There is a legal phrase, called 
"changing issue," which simply means, that when one 
party feels unable to meet the main issue involved, he 
substitutes another which he can meet, and pleads to it, 
as if it were the main point — and this is always equiva- 
lent to giving up the case. We are discussing a prinr 
ci'ple which determined an important law-suit between 
Northern and Southern Episcopacy. Brother Hamill 
substitutes the objects for which the money was raised,, 
involved in the contest, for the principle which deci- 
ded the law-suit, and makes us affirm that of these o&- 
jects^ which we only affirmed applied to the principle iu 
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" our Episcopacy" which decided the suit I Nay, he 
rings the changes upon it, as if he had made a discov- 
ery which was forever to vindicate the claims of Epis- 
copal Methodism as a pure Republican Democracy as 
ever placed a President in the White House I The ob- 
jects of the Methodist Book Concern anti Republican! I 
Is that the subject we have been discussing, Brother 
Hamill? Something has been said in this discussion 
about " twisiification." 

The logic of his argument upon this part of the sul^ 
ject is this (and the reader will see that he chimes in 
very well with much that he has heretofore written) : 
The objects for which the book fund was raised, were 
'* pure and holy," nay, " the holiest and most benevolent 
in the land:" ergo^ Episcopal Methodism is decidedly 
Republican! So much, then, for this misconception and 
perversion of our argument. 

Let it be observed, furthermore, that Brother Hamill 
does not deny that the book fund is under the sole man- 
agement of the ministry, (just what we aflSrmed,) nay, 
that it ovghl to be under their management, because it 
has mainly accumulated under their agency. Heie our 
brother has unconsciously announced a principle which 
we could wish he had the candor to acknowledge as ap- 
plicable to the wluole system. Let us explain. The 
book fund has mainly accumulated under clerical agency, 
therefore it ought to be under clerical management; so 
aflBrms Brother Hamill. By parity of reasoning, meet- 
ing-houses, parsonages, conference colleges, and aca- 
demies, have been projected and built under clerical 
agency, therefore they ought to be deeded to them, in 
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their General Confercuce capacity I People have been 
added to the Church under clerical agency, therefore 
they ought to be under their rule and management 1 1 
What immaculate HepublicanismI And then — where 
did this book fund come from? Are the preachers so 
well paid for their services, that they have been able to 
accumulate a fund in the United States, of nearly a mil- 
lion of dollars, out of lh(Mr salanes? If so, the}' have 
been better paid than w(j had anticipated. Or is it otv- 
iiig to their superior fifiancial skill, in changing hun- 
dreds into thousands, witli Astorian rapidity? We could 
scarcely expect this. We once heard of five Yankees 
who shut themselves up in a room, and swapped cloth- 
ing until they made five dollars a-piece; but we would 
not suspect Methodist clergymen as possessing such 
skill as this. But seriously, we suppose that fund was 
raised like all other bcMievolent funds of the various 
Churches, by a system of agencies, in which the minis- 
try were mostly employed, in contributions from private 
members, ministers, and every body else who fr^lt inclin- 
ed to give to it. Granted, therefore, that it has been 
raised mostly through the agency of ministers, and "for 
the holiest and most benevolent of purposes in the land," 
does that prove that laymen are too " common and un» 
clean" to assist in managing this holy and benevolent 
fund? Is there a peculiar sanctity imparted to it by its 
having passed through clerical hands, that it must for- 
ever be placed beyond the management and control of 
those from whose pockets it was, at least in part, ob- 
tained? Are they less capable of managing, and more 
likely to pervert it from its " holy and benevolent de- 
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sign," than the clergy? Really, wc think our brother 
has paid rather an equivocal compliment, either to the 
skill or the integrity of the laity of his Church. 

Passing over some minor matters which we can well 
afford to do, we come to the second point in Bro. Uamiirs 
argument; and it is one of far greater importance than 
the foregoing. It relates to the source whence he has 
drawn his testimony in the Property Case. It is proper 
that we again state this case to the reader, so that he 
can appreciate the relative value of the testimony, as 
introduced by Bro. Hamill and ourself. 

In 1844, on the degradation of Bishop Andrew for being 
a slave-holder, a series of resolutions were passed by the 
General Conference, contemplating a contingent division 
of Church property between the North and the South. 
Commissioners were appointed to carry out the provi- 
sions of these resolutions in case that contingency occur- 
red — which was the organization of a Southern General 
Conference, and the adoption of the resolutions by a ma- 
jority of the Annual Conferences. These commissioners 
were specifically instructed to negotiate an equitable 
division of the assets of the Book Concern, with an equal 
number of commissioners appointed on the part of the 
South. Immediately after the Southern General Con- 
ference was organized, the commissioners on the part 
of the South, signified their readiness to discharge their 
duty, but, from sundry causes, the Northern commis- 
sioners refused to meet them. Whereupon suit was 
brought by the Southern commissioners to recover their 
proportion of said funds, according to the terms stipu- 
lated in the resolutions of the General Conference. To 
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prevent any sort of confusion, we will give a statement 
of the suit, as reported and published by both divisions 
of the Church: 

" Circuit Court, United States, 

For the Sotvihern District of New York. 
The Honorable Judges Nelson and Betts, Presiding. 



Henbt B. Bascom, and others, 

vs. Y In Equity. 

George Lane, and others. 



2rs,) 



Counsel for Plaintiffs — Mr. D. Lord, Hon. Reverdt 
Johnson, and Mr. Johnson, Jr. 

Counsel for Defendants — Hon. Rufus Choate, Mr Geo. 
Wood, and Mr. E. L. Fancher." 

Now, the question at issue between the parties liti- 
gant in this suit, was, as stated by Judge Nelson, "As 
to the power of the General Conference to authorize a 
separation of the Church organization," upon the settle- 
ment of which question " depended the division of the 
common property." Appendix to Property Case, p. IQ. 
The counsel for the South maintained that the General 
Conference had the power to authorize a separation 
of the Church, and to divide its property. The counsel 
for the North denied such power to the General Confer- 
ence. The Court decided this point in favor of the plain- 
tiffs, and they consequently gained the suit. For this reason 
we made our quotations from the speeches of the coun- 
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gel for the successful party. Mr. Johnson and his col- 
leagues maintained that the Conference of 1784, who 
" organized the Church, established its doctrines and 
discipline," &c., possessed no more nor less power than 
tho Conference of 1844, only as they restricted them- 
selves by " the six restrictive rules." Mr. Choate and 
his colleagues maintained, on the contrary, that the Con- 
ference of 1184 was sui generis — that when it organized 
the Church, it disappeared, and has never convened 
since. " When that Conference had done its work of 
creating the Church," says Mr. Choate, " it retired, dis- 
appeared, and has never again been assembled in the 
history of Methodism." Property Case^ p. 266. This 
was the issue between them. The counsel for the plain- 
tiffs alleged in proof of their position, that the General 
Conference had, time and again, exercised all the powers 
of sovereignty; that they had extended their jurisdic- 
tion beyond the territorial limits of the United States, 
into Canada and Texas; that they had authorized a se- 
paration of the Canada Conference from the General 
Conference, in 1828; that they had frequently changed 
the Book of Discipline, &c., &c. And, we repeat it, the 
South gained the suit — and gained it, too, upon that ex- 
position of Methodist Church polity furnished by their 
counsel. We shall still further prove before we close this 
article, from the decision of the Court, that the doctrines 
advanced by the Southern counsel, and which we ex- 
tracted into the article Brother Hamill reviews, were 
triumphantly sustained. 

And while on this subject, we must correct another 
very sad blunder into which Brother Hamill has fallen. 
Quoting Mr. Choate as saying that the General Confer- 



298 ^ DISCUSSION ON 

prevent any sort of confusion, we will give a statement 
of the suit, as reported and published b3' both divisions 
of the Church: 

« 

" Circuit Coukt, United States, 

For the Southern District of New York, 
The Honorable Judges Nelson and Betts, Presiding. 



Henry B. Bascom, and others, 

vs. }- In Equity. 

George Lane, and others. 



3rs,) 



Counsel for Plaintiffs — Mr. D. Lord, Hon. Keverdt 
Johnson, and Mr. Johnson, Jr. 

Counsel for Defendants — Hon. Kufus Choate, Mr Geo. 
Wood, and Mr. E. L. Fancher." 

Now, the question at issue between the parties liti- 
gant in this suit, was, as stated by Judge Nelson, "As 
to the power of the General Conference to authorize a 
separation of the Church organization," upon the settle- 
ment of which question " depended the division of the 
common property." Appendix to Proper iy Case, p. 10. 
The counsel for the South maintained that the General 
Conference had the power to authorize a separation 
of the Church, and to divide its property. The counsel 
for the North denied such power to the General Confer- 
ence. The Court decided this point in favor of the plain' 
tiffs, and they consequently gained the suit. For this reason 
we made our quotations from the speeches of the coua* 
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Bel for the successful party. Mr. Johnson and Iiis col- 
leagues maintained that the Conference of 1784, who 
" organized the Church, established its doctrines and 
discipline," &c., possessed no more nor loss power than 
thj Conference of 1844, only as they restricted them- 
selves by ** the six restrictive rules." Mr. Choate and 
his colleagues maintained, on the contrary, that the Con- 
ference of 1784 was sui generis — that when it organized 
the Church, it disappeared, and lias never convened 
since. " When that Conference had done its work of 
creating the Church," says Mr. Choate, " it retired, dis- 
appeared, and has never again been assembled in the 
history of Methodism." Property Case^ p. 2 CO. This 
was the issue between them. The counsel for the plain- 
tiffs alleged in proof of their position, that the General 
Conference had, time and again, exercised all the powers 
of sovereignty; that they had extended their jurisdic- 
tion beyond the territorial limits of the United States, 
into Canada and Texas; that they had authorized a se- 
paration of the Canada Conference from the General 
Conference, in 1828; that they had frequently changed 
the Book of Discipline, &c., &c. And, we repeat it, the 
South gained the suit — and gained it, too, upon that ex- 
position of Methodist Church polity furnished by their 
counsel. We shall still further prove before we close this 
article, from the decision of the Court, tliat the doctrines 
advanced by the Southern counsel, and which we ex- 
tracted into the article Brother Uamill reviews, were 
triumphantly sustained. 

And while on this subject, we must correct another 
very sad blunder into which Brother Ilamill has fallen. 
Quoting Mr. Choate as saying that the General Confer- 
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prevent any sort of confusion, we will give a statement 
of the suit, as reported and published b3' both divisions 
of the Church: 

" Circuit Court, United States, 

For the Southern District of New York. 
The Honorable Judges Nelson and Betts, Presiding. 



Henry B. Bascom, and others, 

vs. }■ In Equity. 

George Lane, and others. 



3rs,) 



Counsel for Plaintiffs — Mr. D. Lord, Hon. Reverdt 
Johnson, and Mr. Johnson, Jr. 

Counsel for Defendants — Hon. Rufus Choate, Mr Geo. 
Wood, and Mr. E. L. Fancher." 

Now, the question at issue between the parties liti- 
gant in this suit, was, as stated by Judge Nelson, "As 
to the power of the General Conference to authorize a 
separation of the Church organization," upon the settle- 
ment of which question " depended the division of the 
common property." Appendix to Property Case, p. 10. 
The counsel for the South maintained that the General 
Conference had the power to authorize a separation 
of the Church, and to divide its property. The counsel 
for the North denied such power to the General Confer- 
ence. The Court decided this point in favor of the plainr 
tiffs, and they consequently gained the suit. For this reason 
we made our quotations from the speeches of the coua- 
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Bel for the successful party. Mr. Johnson and his col- 
leagues maintained that the Conference of 1184, who 
" organized the Church, established its doctrines and 
discipline," &c., possessed no more nor less power than 
the Conference of 1844, only as they restricted them- 
selves by '* the six restrictive rules." Mr. Choate and 
his colleagues maintained, on the contrary, that the Con- 
ference of 1784 was sui generis — that when it organized 
the Church, it disappeared, and has never convened 
since. " When that Conference had done its work of 
creating the Church," says Mr. Choate, " it retired, dis- 
appeared, and has never again been assembled in the 
history of Methodism." Property Case, p. 266. This 
was the issue between them. The counsel for the plain- 
tiffs alleged in proof of their position, that the General 
Conference had, time and again, exercised all the powers 
of sovereignty; that they had extended their jurisdic- 
tion beyond the territorial limits of the United States, 
into Canada and Texas; that they had authorized a se- 
paration of the Canada Conference from the General 
Conference, in 1828; that they had frequently changed 
the Book of Discipline, &c., &c. And, we repeat it, the 
South gained the suit — and gained it, too, upon that ex- 
position of Methodist Church polity furnished by their 
counsel. We shall still further prove before we close this 
article, from the decision of the Court, that the doctrines 
advanced by the Southern counsel, and which we ex- 
tracted into the article Brother Hamill reviews, were 
triumphantly sustained. 

And while on this subject, we must correct another 
very sad blunder into which Brother Hamill has fallen. 
Quoting Mr. Choate as saying that the General Confer- 
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cncc which organized tlie Methodist Episcopal Church 
in 1784, was '' analogous to the Convention that created the 
Federal Constitution in 1787,'' he seems to think he has 
made the discovery, which at once and bej ond all doubt, 
assimilates Episcopacy to Republicanism. Here our 
brother has evidently shouted before he got happy. We 
are really sorry to deprive him of the last and only plank 
upon which he has planted " our Episcopacy," particu- 
larly as the seas are rough. But thankless as will be 
the task, and painful as is the necessity, we are coia- 
pelled to do it. In what did the analogy between the 
General Conference in 1784, and the Convention of the 
States in 1787 consist? In the manner in which the 
members of each were chosen — by the pop^dar wiUl No 
man will pretend this in the face of the fact, that not a 
single Methodist society in the Union ever elected a de- 
legate to that Conference. Mr. Choate himself, though 
interested to prove that it was called by the Societies, 
could not do so even to his own satisfaction; for he says: 
" It may be stated that the true creator of the Church 
was the general and collective will of American Method- 
ism acting through the laity and through the preachers. 
Or it may be said that it was the collective will of Ame- 
rican Methodism, expressing itself and acting through 
an extraordinary Convention, caUed under a letter of Mr, 
Wesley, for that express purpose^ which did its work, and 
then disappeared." (p. 268.) Observe, Mr. Choate 
seeks to entrench himself upon both of these positions; 
so that if the first failed {and it did fail,) he could retreat 
upon the second. In what, then, did the analogy consist? 
Why, clearly in this; that they were both extraordinary 
Conventions, convened for extraordinary purposes, and 



METHODIST EPISCOPACY. 301 

which "did their work and then disappeared/' And 
yet Brother Hamill would impress the reader with the 
idea that Mr. Choate recognized a beautiful analogy be- 
tween Episcopal Methodism, as organized, and our civil 
government, as organized I when Mr. Choate only alleg- 
ed the analogy between the Conference of 1784, as oT' 
ganizing Methodism, and the Convention of 1787, as or- 
ganizing our Federal Constitution, in the single point, 
that they each did their work and ceased to exist. 
Whether our brother's blindness in this respect is moral 
or natural, it becomes us not to say. 

As Mr. Choate stated in his speech that "the preach- 
ers acted in obedience to the wishes of the people," in 
the Conference of 1784; that that body was "American 
Methodism acting through the laity and through the min- 
istry," and as Brother Hamill seems to endorse that 
sentiment, we will let Mr. Johnson, one of the counsel 
for the South, answer both. He says: 

"Where did the predecessors of the Northern preach- 
ers from whom all authority is derived, look for the 
power to call the Conference of 1784, for the purpose 
for which it was called? To John Wesley, as the per- 
son in whom, at that time, was vested the entire and exclvr 
give sovereign power of the Church, It is unnecessary to 
inquire whether by virtue of some inherent and inalien- 
able right, the power might not have been found in 
these gentlemen, in 1784, irrespective of the will of 
Wesley. It is sufficient for me to show, that in 1784, 
they claimed, and claimed alone, the power they exerted 
in the Conference of that year, under the authority of 
Wesley, as the author^ sovereign, and founder of the Churchy 
Who constituted the Conference of 1784? My learned 
26 



302 A DISCUSSION ON 

brother who spoke first upon the other side, would have 
had vour Honors to believe, what of course he satisfied 
himself was the fact, that that Conference was called 
together not only by the preachers of the Church, but 
by all the lay members. Thart is n^ a word of inUh in 
the statement^ although, of course, the learned counsel be- 
lieved it to be true. It was a general assembly of the 
preachers connected with the Methodist denomination 
of Christians, convoked only as preachers, without re- 
ference to any lay authority, express or implied. Not 
being as familiar with the history of the Church as my 
colleague, who was kind enough to undertake to lay 
before the Court the evidence which is found spread up- 
on the records in the case, I inquired, as soon as the 
statement was made, whether there was any foundation 
for the assertion that the Conference of 1784, had any 
other authority for its convocation than the authority of 
Wesley, and the authority in themselves as preachers, 
alone connected with the Methodist Association. I found 
that there was not. If your Honors will turn to page 5 of 
the Proofs No. 1, you will find, that immediately succeed- 
ing the letter of Wesley, which authorized the separate 
organization, it is stated: 'To carry in effect the pro- 
posed organization' (Wesley's proposed organization) 
'a General Conference of preachers was called, to meet 
at Baltimore at Christmas, 1184. Sixty out of the 
eighty-three preachers then in the travelling connexion, 
attended at the appointed time. At this Conference, 
say the Annual Minutes of 1785, it was unanimously 
agreed that circumstances made it expedient for us (that 
is, the preachers) *to become a separate body,' &c. 
They admit no constiiueTicy, The time is perhaps coming, 
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when in all probability, they will be obliged to admit one 
for the good of the Church, They resolve for themselves, and 
for themselves alone, as the possessors of all the ecclesiastical 
power known to the Methodist Church, to carry out the par- 
ticular organization authorized by John Wesley, without 
reference to oMy other authority than this, and their own 
<x)nvictions that the good of the Church demanded such 
a special and particular organization." 

As to the declaration of Mr. Choate, that ^for the 
<;ondHct of its general affairs, it proceeds on the plan 
of our grand secular union, having a general body," &c.; 
we submit, that if Mr. Choate had proven that to the 
satisfaction of the court, he would have gained the case — 
for this obvious reason: If the General Conference had 
no more authority as an ecclesiastical body, thau the 
Congress of the United States has as a civil body, then 
it had no right to authorize a separation of the Church, 
any more than Oongress has a right to destroy this 
confederacy. The Congress of the United States is 
governed by a written constitution, adopted by a power 
superior io themselves, and they dare not violate it. The 
General Conference is governed by a constitution 
adopts by themselves, and which recognizes no power beyond 
themselves. And hence the court decided, that the preach- 
ers ''when assembled in General Conference, according 
to the usages and discipline of the Church, represent them- 
selves, and have no constituents." Mr. Choate, therefore, 
failed in establishing his point before the court, and 
lost the suit. Thrown into an argument, it may be 
stated thus: The power to dissolve a social or religious 
compact, is an attribute of sovereignty. The General 
Coinference of the Methodist Episcopal Church, ''accord- 
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iog to tbo usage and discipline of that Gharch," may 
exercise this power. Therefore, the General Conference 
is the sovereign power of that Church, ''responsible 
only to themselves" for its exercise. And yet Brother 
Hamill qaotes this declaration of Mr. Chote to show 
the Republicanism of his Church I 

His quotation from Mr. Wesley's letter, yielding to 
the wishes of his American children to give them a 
separate organization, only proves what Mr. Johnson 
affirms, that he (Wesley) **,is the author, sovereign^ and 
founder of the Church," If several thousand Englishmen 
should petition the Queen and Parliament to pass a 
certain law, and their wishes should be respected, 
would that prove that English monarchy was Repub- 
licanism. The very fact that Mr. Wesley was petitioned 
to grant them a separate organization, is a concession 
that they had no right to form one. If our colonies, 
after the Revolutionary war, had petitioned Lord North, 
or King George, for a constitution, instead of forming 
one for themselves, what an impressive commentary on 
their democracy!! 

The third and last point in this part of Bro. HamilPs 
communication, requiring notice, is that which relates 
directly to the application of the principle above suggest- 
ed, to the Property Case. After demurring to the ex- 
tracts of the speeches we made, from Messrs. Lord and 
Johnson, Brother Hamill says: "It may be asked, then 
did the Church, South, recover its property upon false 
principles? I answer, no." The principles set forth in 
the debate, were ''false in their application to all other 
matters of Church polity, but true in their application to 
Ike Bode Concern Fund," &c. Truly "our Episcopacy^ 
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mast be an impenetrable mystery. If neither the first 
lawyers nor the highest judicial functionaries of the 
United States can understand it, we need not wonder 
that our impertinence has been so sternly rebuked for dar- 
ing* to look iuto its sublime mysteries I Now, this spe- 
cial "application" of special "principles" to special 
"cases" is a very convenient weapon with which to 
fight the battles of Episcopacy. If local preachers and 
private members petition for "mutual rights" in the Ge- 
neral and Annual Conferences, this special "principle" 
will apply with special emphasis to that "case," and 
they are answei'ed with, "pardon us if we know no such 
rights, if we comprehend no such privileges." If a law- 
suit is pending between "our Episcopacy," North, and 
"our Episcopacy," South, in which the stake is nearly 
half a million of dollars, why then, also, this special 
"principle" applies with singular appropriateness and 
profit to this "case." And then the fund has been mostly 
raised and accumulated by clerical agency, and is so 
sacred, and designed for "the holiest and most benevo- 
lent purposes;" that it must not be managed by any 
other than clerical hands. In this respect too, "they 
admit no constituents; they have no constituents." So 
that at whatever point we direct our search for a "con- 
stituency" in "our Episcopacy," either in its ecclesiastical 
or /fwipora^ jurisdicticm, this special principle applies with 
peculiar propriety to that special point. We should 
like to know if the parts are thus destitute of the "De- 
mocratic element," what is to be pronounced of the 
whole? 

But let us look into this chameleon principle, which ap- 
plies so peculiarly to every case, and which yet leaves 



805 A DISCUSSION ON 

the whole system perfectly free from its contagioB. 
Now, we assert, that this prindple — the principle of ah^ 
lute irresponsible derieal power — pervades the whole got- 

BRNHENTAL EGONOMT OF EPISCOPAL MeTHODISM. Take the 

following inventory of pacts in proof of this assertion. 
The bishops appoint all the circuit riders and stationed 
preachers to their charges; the bishops appoint every 
presiding elder to his circuit; the preachers and elders 
appoint all the class leaders, stewards and trustees^ 
who hold church property; the bishops, elders, and 
preachers remove at their pleasure, all their respective 
appointees, the removed party having.no alternative 
but submssion, there ''being no tribunal to correct errors 
or rectify wrongs;" that in not a single depajrtment of 
their government, legislative, executive, or judicial, are 
laymen eligible to seats; that both the State and Ger 
neral Conferences are composed, ex cfficio^ of the travel- 
ing preachers and their representatives ; that when local 
preachers and private members petition for a representa- 
tion in these bodies, they are answered in language, 
which, if addressed to American citizens in their civil 
capacity,, by our National or State government, would 
instantly light up the fires of a second revolution: 
"Pardon us if we know no such rights, if we compre- 
hend no such privileges;''^ that this body of clergy, in. cre- 
ating the Methodist Episcopal Church in 1184, and dis- 
solving it in 1844, exercised the highest attributes of 
sovereignty known on earth; that the General Confer- 
ence, in transferring "all the property of the Methodist 
Episcopal Curch, in meeting-houses, parsonages, col- 
leges, schools. Conference funds, cemeteries, and of ever f 
kindf^' within the limits of the Southern organization, to 
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the Church, South, on the contingency of its organiza- 
tion, did assert all the proprietorship in said property, 
which the laws of the country guaranty to any corpo- 
ration; that in authorizing an equitable division of the 
"Book and Chartered Fund," the same principle of pro- 
prietorship is involved; and that such facts as these 
being in evidence before the Court, in the "Church Pro- 
perty Case," that august tribunal could have made no 
other decision in that case than that *Hhe lay members of 
the Church have no part or connection with its governmental 
organization^ and never had." The travelling preachers 
comprise the embodiment of its power, ecclesiastical and 
temporal; and when assembled in General Conference, 
according to the usages and discipline of the Church, repre- 
sent themselves and "have no constituents." 

But Brother Hamill, conscious that the facts and ar" 
guments we had adduced from the "Property Case,'' 
could not be answered, admits that, so far as the "rights 
of property, which the Courts of our country will recog- 
nize," are concerned, "the opinions of legal gentlemen 
.... are worthy of the highest respect. But upon 
questions of Church polity," they "cannot possibly un- 
derstand them as thorougly" as those who are "con- 
nected with their respective Church systems;" and then 
asks and answers, as before stated, thus: "Did the 
Church, South, recover its property upon false prin- 
ciples? I answer, no; there were principles set forth 
in the debate, which were false in their application to 
all other matters of Church polity, but true in their ap- 
plication to the Book Concern Fund." Now, this is a 
species of special pleading which would do honor to a 
Jesuit. Let us look at it: A question of Church prop 
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port}' comes up before one of our highest judicial tribu- 
nals, to be decided; the parties to the suit are respon- 
sible for the testimony upon either side; the Court is 
responsible for the application of the law to the state of 
facts involved in the testimony. On page 95, of the 
"Church Property Case,'' it is agreed by the parties to 
the suit, "that the Book of Discipline of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, printed in 1840, which was the book 
in force at the time of the Conference of 1844," together 
with "Emory^s History of the Discipline of the Church," 
"shall be considered as evidence.'* Tliesc "Standards* 
Bet forth the general p(»lity of that hierarchy. Either, 
therefore, the "Book of Discipline" and "Emory's His- 
tory," contained "principles which were fuhe in their 
application to all other matters of Church polity, but irvM 
in their application to the Book Concern Fund," or the 
^*le/ral genthman^^ who argvtd the case, and the learned judges 
who decided it, were incompetent to comprehend the evidence be- 
fore them! or if tliey comprehended it, lh4^ have vfilfuil^ 
pprrerfed it! "Our Episcopacy" may take either horn of 
the trilemma. The decision was made, if the judges 
are to be believed, **according to the usages and discipline 
of the Church,^* as set forth in its "Standards." If these 
"Standards" are "false,** the "Fathers" made them so, 
and the children ought to correct them. If judgment 
has b(jen perverted, either through the imbecility or cor- 
mption of our judiciary, Judges Nei.son and Betts ought 
to be impeaclicd. In either case "our Episcopacy" 
ought to set herself to work with all possible prompt- 
ness and energy. The merest pettifogger that ever read 
half a dozen pages in Blackstone, could not hesitate one 
moment after reading the opinion of that Court, in de- 
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cidingy that the principles on wbich that opinion was 
based, were the essential organic elements of Episcopal 
Methodism. This, neither Bro. Hamill, nor any other 
sane man, will deny. If the learned tribunals of our 
country cannot comprehend " this system of surpassing 
energy," we humbly submit, that it is time it was sim- 
plified to their comprehension. The American people 
have been accustomed to regard the opinions of our 
national Courts with some degree of respect. And it 
need not surprise this " kingdom of the clergy," if the 
judicial records of the country shall be believed, thdr 
averment to the contrary notwithstanding. 
The sum of our answer is this: 

I. Our review of the " Church Property Case " has 
been palpably misconstrued. Brother Hamill makes us 
affirm that of the object for which the Book and Chartered 
Fund was raised, which we affirmed of the principles on 
which the Court ordered it to be divided between the 
North and South. 

II. Bro. Hamill derives his testimony from the wrong 
source. He relies mostly upon Mr. Choate, the counsel 
for the defendants (the Northern division of the Church), 
wh4) lost the suit. We derived ours from Messrs. Lord, 
Johnson, and the Court — the party who gained the suit. 
Our testimony is taken from ihe accredited judicial records 
of the country. That is to say, he quotes his exposition 
of Episcopacy from the counsel whose arguments were Ja- 
dared sophistical by the Court^ and were therefore overruled; 
we quoted from the counsel wJiose arguments were subslar^ 
iially adoptid by the Court as its decision, 

III. Our antagonist maintains that the principles 
which decided that suit, were false in their application 
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to all oilier matters of Church polity, bait true in their 
application to the Book Concern Fund. We have prov- 
ed, from the decision of the Court, that these principles 
pervade the entire governmental economy of Methodist 
Episcopacy. 



THE STANDARDS. 

But we are asked why we did not appeal to the " Stan- 
dards of our Church/' instead of to the opinions of legal 
gentlemen/' in this discussion ; and it is intimated thai 
our " failure to do this is an evidence of the weakness oi 
our cause, and the groundlessness of our allegations." 
How our brother could make such an intimation as this, 
with this whole discussion staring him in the face, we 
are really at a loss to determine. He could not hope to 
deceive anybody who has read our articles, for that 
were impossible, and we therefore acquit him of that 
charge. The most charitable construction we ^an place 
upon the statement is, that the stress of a dire necessity 
which knows no law, suspended for a time the opera- 
tion of every other principle in his heart and mind, but 
"our Episcopacy;" that, as we had occasion to remark 
in regard to another champion of Methodism, it was not 
Brother Ilamill who did this, but Episcopacy that dwelt 
in him. Keader, have we not appealed to these " Stand- 
ards " from the very commencement of this discussion? 
Have we ventured to state a single fact, from first to 
last, which we have not sustained by these very Stand- 
ards? Has our competitor contested (he authenticity of a 
dngle^ne of these facisl Or are we mistaken as to what 
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these " Standards'' are? Are the writings of Mr. Wes- 
ley; the Book of Discipline; the accredited histories of 
Methodism, issued by the " Book Concern;" the reported 
proceedings of General Conferences; the speeches and 
communications of the bishops, doctors, and clergy of 
the Church; are these, we say, to be recognized as the 
** Standards" of Methodism? To these we have appealed 
to substantiate every fact and principle we have alleged 
through this entire discussion. Two of these " Stand- 
ards," to wit: The Book of Discipline and Emory's His- 
tory, furnished the testimony on which the " Property 
Case" was decided in the United States Circuit Court, 
for the Southern District of New York. And yet our 
" failure to do this is prima facie evidence of the weak- 
ness of our cause, and groundlessness of our allega- 
tions 1 1" Now, we are perfectly willing for any tribunal 
on this earth, except the " travelling clergy," to decide 
whether we have not appealed to "our standards" quite 
as often as Episcopacy itself has any right to demand. 

Before dismissing this point, we shall introduce a few 
more quotations from the " Standards" and other sources, 
which we think are entitled to some respect in the pre- 
mises. In Watson's Theological Institutes, a work 
which we suppose may be dignified by the appellation 
of " Standard," as it is " in the course of study" for the 
ministry of the Methodist Episcopal Church, we have 
the following: " To raise into legislators and censors all 
the members of a Church, the young, the ignorant, and 
the inexperienced, is to do them a great injury. It is 
the sure way to foster debates, contentions and self- 
confidence, to open the door to intrigue and policy, to 
tempt forward and conceited men to become a kind of 
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religious demagogues, and entirely to destroy the salu- 
tary influence of the aged, experienced, and gifted mem- 
bers, by referring every decision to members and suf- 
frages, and placing all that is good and venerable and 
influential among the members themselves, at the feet 
of a Democracy." Vol. ii. p. 694. Why, the veriest 
apologist of monarchy in Europe, could not have writ- 
ten a sentence exhibiting more supreme contempt for the 
very spirit and genius of our civil government than this 
extract from one of " our Standards." The " members 
of a Church" — the laity — are represented as " ignorant, 
inexperienced^ contentious, self-confident, conceited, rtli- 
gious demagogues/^ And then this learned divine, by way 
of putting upon this assemblage of" conceited men" the 
crowning odium, calls them " a Democr<tcyP^ We opine, 
that if the lofty pretentions of the clergy were placed at 
the feet of such a Democracy, there would be a storm 
raised; there would be "debates and contentions" such 
as " our Episcopacy" has never witnessed before; and 
which would efibctually sweep away the last vestiges 
of clerical domination. We can but admire the discre- 
tion of " our Standards" in not " placing at the feet of a 
democracy," the " divine right" of the clergy to rule 
over them. 

The following is from Prof. 0. F. Deems, of North-Caro- 
lina; and although he may not be exactly a " standard," 
he is nevertheless a very good Methodist: 

" K we may apply the figure to Methodism, we can 
very readily see that a government suited to the sooty 
colliers of England, servants, and the uncultivated, who 
had grown up amid all the peculiarities of an aristocra- 
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tic country, might hardly be fit for a Church among 
whose laymen are presidents, and professors in colleges, 
judges of supreme courts, senators, and men liberalized 
by professional learning and polite associations. The 
fact is John Wesley formed societies; ours is a Church, 
John Wesley did not make government a special study; 
but, being a strong man and a violent tory, and finding 
a sect gathering around him to be governed, he seized 
the reins — he became autocrat; and through his helpers 
he governed most ably. It was very natural that when 
our Church was formed, it should be built somewhat 
after the model of the * societies' of Wesley. Is it not 
too exact a copy, and may it not need mending? Even 
if Wesley had made government a study, and was by 
nature superior to the mass ho controlled, there are 
laymen in our Church in this day, as great natively as 
Wesley, who have paid much more attention to the sci- 
ence of government. This is said with great deference 
and much veneration for many things in the character 
of John Wesley. He was before his times; ours before 
him." 

We cannot tell whether we are is regard the author 
of the " Georgia Scenes," Judge Longstreet, as entitled 
to be ranked among '* our standards," or not. He is at 
least a Methodist clergyman, and President of the Mis- 
sissippi College; and from that lofty pedestal, he ad- 
dresses his Methodist brethren, dissuading them from 
joining the Know Nothing or American party, in the 
following strains. Alluding to the letter of Mr. Wesley 
to the Catholics, he says: 

" That letter was written to show that Protestants 
would not be safe from oppression under Catholic gov- 
ernment. No doubt of it in the world. Nor would 
Catholics be safe under Methodist government, as your 
plots against them, now, most clearly demonstrate. The 
27 
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truth is, no religious sect is to be trusted with the reins 
of government. And if I were to take the stump against 
you, I would say to the honest yeomanry of the coun- 
try: Good people, if you think that your liberties will 
be any safer in the hands of Methodists than Catholics, 
you are vastly mistaken. And in proof of this assertion, 
I would point to the outrages of tite Methodist majority in 
1844, which split our Church. I would add in humilia- 
tion, but in candor: You have ten thousand times more 
to fear, just at this time, from Methodists than Catholics; 
simply because the first are more numerous than the 
last; because the first are actually in the field for office, 
while the last arc not; because the first are in open war 
upon the last; and because the first, by reason of their 
numbers, are pets of the strongest political combination 
that ever was formed in this country — secret and oath- 
bound at that. Suppose their religion does spread, with 
the unexampled rapidity with which yours has, who has 
a right to object? Will you forbid men to choose their 
own religion? In all the essentials of Christianity, do 
they not agree with you? Wesley thought so, and I 
think so. Do they difier from you wider in faith than 
your Unitarian confederates?" 

As Brother Hamill has already declared his readiness 
to receive and recognize Roman Catholic baptism, nay, 
that he would even administer the Sacrament of the 
Lord's Supper to the members of that apostate Church; 
and as Judge Loxgstreet, in the foregoing extract asks: 
*^Jn all the essentials of Christianity^ do not they (z. e. the 
Catholics) agree uith you?" (Methodists) and answers: 
** Wesley thought so, and I think sol" we are led to 
conclude that Episcopacy is substantially the same, 
whether in its Roman, English, or American form. 

As we have not pried into the leaves of the '^Index 
Expurgatoriu^^ of American Episcopacy, we do not 
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know whether the " Life and writings of Lorenzo Dow" 
have yet been put under ban. And in the absence of 
this intelligence, the reader will excuse us if we take 
his deposition. Speaking of the power of a bishop 
to send the " travelling clergy" whithersoever he will, 
and of the general polity of Episcopal Methodism, he 
Bays: 

" Did the pope ever have unlimited power without the 
voice of any other person, to command six hundred men, 
and send them when and where he pleased, because it 
was his will and pleasure to have it so? ' to say to one, 
go, and he goeth, and to another, come, and he cometh, 
and to this man, do this, and he doeth it?' 

I know not where it is recorded in history, that the 
pope did pommand six hundred men, in their ecclesiasti- 
cal and clerical capacity, to send them here and there, 
because it was his will and pleasure so to have it, and 
that over the country, nea^ two thousand miles one way, 
and fifteen hundred the other. 

How much less is the power of the President of the 
United States? Ho'w much greater the privilege of the 
citizens, to have a voice by their representatives in the 
formation of those rules by which they are to be gov- 
erned; and the liberty of speech and of the press, to 
remark on the rules and conduct of those who form the 
rules, and their mode of governing. 

The mode of governing in the old world, contains 
those restrictions, as the result and dregs of the old 
feudal system; and wherever this mode exists, the prin- 
ciple must be the same; of which the unlimited, and in 
many cases, the undefined power of the bishop, and pre- 
siding elder is a specimen, which some have seen and 
severely felt." Writings of Rev, L. Dow, p. 545. 

Again: On page 550, he says: "The Methodist mode 
of Church government is the most arbitrary and despotic 
of any in Amerieaf except the Shakers," &c. 
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We make the following quotation from one of tlie 
most popular writers in England, of the present day — 
a gentleman, by the way, whom no man can suspect of 
being unfriendly to Methodism: 

" Nothing in the compass of literature can be at once 
more sharply logical, or more thoroughly un philosophi- 
cal than are Wesley's reasonings in support of ministe- 
rial ABSOLUTISM, and in enforcing the duty of popular sub- 
MissivENEss. With a heart that would have grieved to 
injure any man in the smallest matter, he upheld a Church 
theory, on the ground of which EERETIGS IN TROOPS 
MIGHT CONSISTENTLY BE BURNED."— TTwZtfyan 
Methodism, by Isaac Taylor, p. 257. 

We make our last extract from a pamphlet, fresh from 
the press, entitled *^ Strictures on Church Chvernment, by 
Rev. R. Abbey, Nashville, Tenn., published by E. Ste- 
venson and F. A. Owen, Agents for the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church, South, 1855." We suppose that the im- 
primatur of the *' Book Concern" would not be placed to 
a libel upon " our Episcopacy." Let us, then, take the 
deposition of " the Rev. R. Abbey." He says: 

" Republicanism is equality with regard to govern- 
ment. But when a class or order of person^, comes in 
with rights or privileges or duties over and above the 
rights and privileges of the community; when you have 
a privileged class [the italics are his] in whom some go- 
vernmental rights inhere, of course, in so far as this 
principle obtains, be it much or little, it innovates the 
principle of pure Republicanism. Republicanism knows 
no class or order with inherent privileges. 

** Now, what is the name of that ingredient in Church 
government which inheres in the ministry as a class 
distinct from laymen? The only name which lexico- 
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graphers and scientific writers on government give to 
this principle, is ARISTOCRACY. Then a Christian 
Church must be, in part at least, aristocratic. If any 
man does not like that term, I cannot help it. If he does 
not know its meaning, I advise him to consult a dic- 
tionary. If the term offends his ear, then his ear is 
either mal-formed or mal-educated. Nothing can offend 
a healthy car but an idea. A word cannot." p. II. 



Taking the reverend gentleman's advice, we turn to 
the Dictionary, and find the following: 

"Aristocracy, w. I. A form of government in which the 
whole supreme power is vested in the principal persons 
of the State, or in a privileged order. 2. The nobility, 
or chief persons in a State." Wehster, 

We certainly admire the candor of this writer, in call- 
ing things by their right names. We rather guess that 
the American "ear" has been too thoroughly ^^mal-formr 
«f" or ** mal-educated^^ under the influence of our happy 

m 

commonwealth, ever to appreciate the peculiar harmony 
of that sound. We advise the reader to make the ex- 
periment, say the next Fourth of July. Let him, while 
his fellow citizens are celebrating that auspicious day 
with bonfires and illuminations, repeat ** aristocracy, 
aristocracy," a few dozen times, and see whether it will 
suit the metre of the " star-spangled banner." If he can- 
not " make it go," let him forthwith call on some " circuit 
rider," or " presiding elder," to " raise the tune." And 
if the music still grates, we advise him to call at once on 
some of the " doctors " of " our Episcopacy" — and they are 
neither few nor far between — and submit to an auricular 
operation. Then shall the " divine right" of this "^^'t^ 
ileged dass " — this " aristocracy " — melt upon his tympanum 
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as sweetly as the strains of the harp of JEolv^, At least, 
if it does not, " I cannot help it," says Mr. Abbey — ^nor 
can we. We can only advise; and if this " mal-formed 
or mal-educated '' " ear " is so dull that it will not hear 
our advice, our skirts are clear. It will be seen that 
Mr. Abbey agrees with Mr. Johnson, in pronouncing the 
Methodist Church government " an aristocracy.^^ *• 

As to the clause in the resolution transferring " all 
the property of the Methodist Episcopal Church in 
meeting houses, parsonages, &c., &c., to the contingent 
** Southern organization," which declares said resolution 
binding " so far as " it " can he of force in the premises^" we 
answer that it did have " force in the premises," because 
this property is now owned by the Church, §outh, in 
virtue of the passage of that resolution. Originally, all this 
property was deeded to the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
and in 1844, that Church relinquished its title to it in 
favor of another organization known as the " Methodist 
Episcopal Church, South," provided sifch an organization 
should be established; and this latter organization 
now holds that property, we repeat, in virtue of that 
relinquishment. 

But there were sundry " protests " filed to the prin- 
ciples on which this suit was decided. The " Louisville 
Conference" protested; " Mr. Elliott and others" pro- 
tested! This all sounds very well; but what did it 
amount to? Nothing — absolutely nothing! If the 
Northern division had refused to relinquish its claim 
upon, and the Southern division had refused to accept, 
the dividend, on the humiliating terms on which it was 
made, that would have been a sensible " protest." No, 
Brother Hamill: Your Church, South, gained the suit; 
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but with it " our Episcopacy " gained an authentic ex- 
position, which has been placed upon the judicial 
records of the country, and which ten thousand protests 
can never erase. We do not wonder at your zeal and 
ingenuity in attempting to ward off the odium which 
that decision fastens upon your ecclesiastical escutch- 
eon. Like the blood of the murdered Duncan, on the 
fair hand of the Scottish queen, " all the perfumes of 
Arabia never can sweeten it." Your Episcopacy may 
well exclaim, as did an English nobleman when he re- 
ceived the news of the battle of Bunker's Hill, *^ Another 
such a 1 iclory^ and we are ruinedP^ 

Brother Hamill admits that the General Conference 
could have " become Socinian," " Presbyterian or Bap- 
tist," in " government and doctrine," if it had " chosen 
to do so," as Mr. Lord alleged; but then he says, " there 
is another covM and another would^ too, behind all this 
matter — that is, the Annual Conferences could have taken 
every one of the delegates on their return home, and 
tried and expelled them, and they would most certainly 
have done it too." Very well. It seems, then, that the 
Churches could not and would not have dared to do it. 
So that here is another aspect of Episcopacy — the pro- 
cess of "trying and expelling" — in which it "admits 
no constituents — and has no constituents." Whether a 
body of men, (the clergy,) acting in the capacity of a 
General Conference, would act the reverse in a State 
Conference, involves a draft upon human credulity, 
rather too heavy to be honored. In point of sovereign- 
ty, which takes precedence, the General or the State 
Conferences? To ask this question is to answer it. 
Apropos f we will here introduce another extract from 
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the opinion of the court. Judge Nelson says: "These 
travelling preachers represented the sovereign power 
of the govemment, and were responsible to no earthly 
tribunal for the mode and manner of its exercise. * * * 
As they might have constructed any number of separate 
and distinct organizations in their first fraternal associ- 
ation and effort in the fulfilment of this mission, accord- 
ingly as it might seem to them best, so was it equally 
in their power at any subsequent period of their labors. 
The power remained unchanged." — Appendix to Prop, 
Case, p. 12. 

But the conclusions to which our brother arrives up- 
on the first part of his article merit a moment's atten- 
tion, ITe considers, First: That the Book Concern is a 
"holy charity.'' This we have not debated, nor is it in* 
volved in the issue between uss. He might just as well 
have represented us as saying that the preaching of 
the gospel by Methodist ministers was anti-Bepublican 
because of their arbitrary appointments to their stations 
by the bishops. But his second conclusion is decidedly 
original. He says, "The principles in its (the Property 
Case) adjudication demonstrate that in all grand as well 
as minor movements in the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
the laity exercise an aU-controUing infltiencef^ And he ar- 
rives at this conclusion, too, after admitting in so many 
words, that so far as the "Property Case" was con- 
cerned, the pleadings of the lawyers and the decision of 
the court, which we had quoted, were true, to wit : That 
they "admit no constituents, and have no constituents!" 
Nay, he enters into an elaborate argument to prove, 
that the laity ought not to have any sort of control over 
that "holy charity." And yet its "adjudication deffton- 
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straies [yes demonstrates] .... that the laity exercise 
an aU-controlUng inJluenceP^ We have seen some speci- 
mens of logic in which a may be An the premises became 
a mvst be in the conclusion; but we never before saw it 
"demonstrated^' how a cypher in the premises became an 
**all-controirmg" numerical quantity in the conclusion. 
It will do to place in "Barnum's Museum" beside Bishop 
Taylor's grand discovery of ^* truth without evidenced' 
Speaking of Pedo^baptism, that astute divine says: "I 
think there is so much to be pretended against it (Pedo- 
baptism) which I believe to be the truth, that there is 
much more truth than evidence on our side I" So it seems 
that the Bishop's discovery is likely to serve "our 
Episcopacy" a very clever turn. Nor less remarkable 
is his third conclusion, to wit: "That the government 
of Methodism, in all respects in which the Bible gives 
scope for human legislation, is modelled as Mr. Choate 
says, after our secular union'' That is to say, after a 
lengthy review of a law suit, in which the whole polity 
of Episcopal Methodism was in evidence before the 
court, and in which it was decided that "the laymen of 
the Church have no part or connection with its govern- 
mental organization, and never had — that they (the 
preachers) comprise the embodiment of its power, ecck- 
siastical and temporal — that when assembled in General 
Conference according to the usages and discipline of 
the Church, they represent themselves, and have no con- 
stituents," — our brother comes to the sage conclusion 
that " the government of Methodism .... is modelled 
after our secular union II" But comment upon this con- 
clusion would be paying the understanding of the reader 
rather an equivocal compliment. We may safely leave 
this to the capacity of those who are competent to de*- 
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cido which was baptized, Philip or the eunuch. How 
far " the Bible gives scope for human legislation," is a 
desideratum which Episcopacy ought to define. It 
would be interesting to know how far, and in what par- 
ticulars, the Divine Law may be amended by the inter- 
position of "human legislation" 

MISCELLANEOUS. 

The "miscellaneous" items in his article scarcely 
need a response. Mr. Wesley is the father of American 
Methodists; indeed the Methodist ministry did not pre- 
sume to orgai\ize their Church untU he granted them the 
privilege. Hence, we thought it perfectly legitimate to 
quote from his writings. The *' madmen of Munster," as 
they have been called, sustain no such relation to Bap- 
tists, and never did. They were composed, as we have 
proved, of Catholics, Lutherans, Baptists, and "the larg- 
er portion," says Buck, "having no religious principles." 

It is far easier to class us with Campbellites, is it not, 
Bro. Hamill, than to answer our argument on the sub- 
ject of " creeds?" We still maintain that "human creeds 
may, as mere matters of convenience, make pretty good 
servants f but most intolerable masters," 

It seems, then, that " inveighing against the doctrine 
of our church" is not a crime of sufficient magnitude to 
exclude one from the communion table of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, although, if persisted in, it is a suffi- 
cient ground of exclusion from the Church. The Me- 
thodist Church is, therefore, more sacred than the table 
of the Lordl — since the man who would be excluded 
from the one would be admitted to the other — "immoral 
conduct" being the only ground of exclusion from the 
latter. 
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As to the error of which our brother supposes he has 
convicted us, we have only to say, that if we erred, the 
Book of Discipline is responsible. In answer to the 
question: " What shall be the business of the Quarterly 
Conference?'' the answer js: *' To hear complaints and 
to receive and try appeals." And since the " fifth res- 
trictive rule" guaranties to the members the privilege 
*' of trial before the Society, or by a committee, and of 
an appeal,^^ we really supposed the tribunal to which 
the appeal was made, was competent to redress the 
wrong. And we really supposed that when Mr. Uard- 
ing appealed to the General Conference, ki 1844, he did 
it in the hope of being reinstated. Now, suppose the 
Quarterly Conference restores a private member after 
his exclusion, what relation docs he sustain to the 
Church? Our statement was substantially true, that 
the Quarterly, Annual, and General Conferences could 
try, suspend, or expel members — if ministers are mem- 
bers. The jurisdiction of the Quarterly Conference is 
confined to private members and local preachers — that 
of the Annual and General Conferences, to the travelling 
clergy. As these two latter bodies *' admit no consti- 
tuents," of course they cannot permit such small matters 
to come up before their august deliberations. 

But our brother says that trp, the pastor of a Baptist 
Church, have more power in the trial of a member, than 
ke, the pastor of a Methodist Church. Now, what is the 
meaning of the following question and answer, in the 
Discipline, page 65, last edition: 

Quest, 1. What are the duties of the elder, deacon, or 
preacher, who has the special charge of a circuit or 
station? 



/ 



/ 
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Ans. 6. To receive, try, and expel members, accord- 
ing to the form of the Disciph'ne.* 

We humbly submit, that if we were to undertake this 
summary process in the Church in Tuskegee, about the 
first expulsion would be the pastor, 

" The sad anarchy and confusion, called Baptist Church 
government," to which our brother has so often referred, 
is, it seems, the argumeiitum ad hominem, since it proves, 
that if our government is Eepublican, his is more sol 
It is well that our brother added " tastes will differ." 
We propose giving an illustration of this, for his special 
edification. The following anecdote is as well authen- 
ticated as any which has descended to us from the illus- 
trious statesman and patriot to whom it refers. It was 
originally communicated to the " Christian Watchman," 
several years ago, by the Rev. Dr. Fishback, of Lexing- 
ton, Ky. We extract it from Dr. Reynolds' " Church 
Polity," page 227: 

" Mr. Editor: The following circumstance, which oc- 
curred in the State of Virginia, relative to Mr. Jefferson, 
was detailed to me by Elder Andrew Tribble, about six 
years ago, who since died, when ninety two or three 
years old. The facts may interest some of your readers. 
Andrew Tribble was the pastor of a small Baptist Church, 
which held its monthly meetings at a short distance from 
Mr. Jefferson's house, eight or ten years before the Ame- 
rican Revolution. Mr. Jefferson attended the meetings 
of the Church for several months in succession, and after 
one of them asked Elder Tribble to go home and dine 
with him, with which he complied. 

Mr. Tribble asked Mr. Jefferson how he was pleased 
with their Church government. Mr. Jefferson replied, 

* See Appendix F. 
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that it had struck him with great force, and had inter- 
ested him much; that he considered it the <ynly form of jpure 
Democracy that then existed in the world, and had conclu- 
ded that it would be the best plan of government for the 
American Colonies, This was several years before the 
Declaration of Independence. To what extent this prac- 
tical exhibition of religious liberty and equality opera- 
ted on Mr. Jefferson's mind, in forming his views and 
principles of religious and civil freedom, which were so 
ably exhibited, I will not say." 



THE CONTRAST. 

We shall dispose of what Brother Hamill says in re- 
gard to our article entitled " The Contrast," as briefly 
as possible. We have already examined the positions 
assumed by Mr. Choate, which Brother Hamill so fre- 
quently quotes in this part of his article, and have 
proved from the decision of the Court that they were un- 
tenable; and hence, if there be any credit due that deci- 
sion, they are to be " ruled out" of this discussion. And 
whether the very modest pledge he has given, " that that 

* Contrast shall be numbered with the things that are 

* twice dead and plucked up by the roots,' " will be seen 
in the sequel. ^ 

First: We have permitted Mr. Choate to state what 
he meant by the declaration quoted on the first point 
himself. But it is maintained that the preachers who 
composed the Conference of lT845;J^vcre elected to the 
ministry by the votes of the people I And this made 
them the representatives of the people for life, in every 
position they might choose to fill! If a Methodist So- 
ciety recommends a young man to Conference, as pos- 
28 
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•essiDg gifts and qaalifications for the miDistry of the 
Gospel, and the Conference accepts him, and he is hy 
the action of that Conference, (for they, not the Society, 
are the ultimate tribunal to decide who shall be received 
into their fraternity,) recognized for life, as a member 
€x-officio of their body, we are asked to beliere that this 
is equivalent to the frequent periodical elections of our 
representatives to our National and State Legislatures! 
But the kimbo arms, the arch smile, and askance gaze 
of the reader, which, being interpreted, means — " you 
don^t say so?" — relieves us of the necessity of any fur- 
ther exposure of this draft upon his credulity. 

Secondly: It is alleged in answer to the secotid point 
of our '^ Contrast,'' that the act of joining the Methodist 
Episcopal Church is a voluntary adoption of its govern- 
ment. And so when an American citizen voluntarily 
expatriates himself, and emigrates to Russia, he volun- 
tarily adopts that form of government. But does this 
act of Lis make him a party to the original formation of 
the Russian government? And does it transform that 
Autocracy into a Republic? Yet this is the argument of 
our brother. Furthermore: Congress is governed by a 
written Constitution, adopted by a power superior to 
it — THE PEOPLE — whereas, the General Conference of tra- 
velling preachers is governed by a constitution adopted 
by themselves, and tlicy recognize no superior power to 
themselves. Ilence the fallacy of his argument in com- 
paring a Conference with our National Congress. 

Thirdly: The division of the Church in 1844, was an 
'^ essential change in its constitution," as much so as if 
they had destroyed its Episcopal element. And yet this 
" essential change" was not submitted to the action of 
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a single society of laymen in the Union. The bishops 
and travelliag preachers decided the fate of that mea- 
sure, from its alpha to its omega. The nnity of a " Ge- 
neral Conference jurisdiction," was no more nor less 
" intact " before the separation, than " all other depart- 
ments of the Church." This we have proved from the 
judicial records of the country, beyond all cavil. 

Fourthly: Judges of the United States Court are nom- 
inated by the President, who is elected every four years 
by the popular suflFrage, and confirmed by the Senate, 
whose members are elected every six years. But why 
has he appealed to the Supreme Judges and the army 
and naval officers of the United States? Do they make 
the laws which govern this confederacy? Why did he 
not appeal to our Legislative Assemblies — the law-mak- 
ing powers of our State and National Government? — 
Echo answers, why? 

Fifthly: We will let the Discipline answer our bro- 
ther's argument on our fifth point. " Who shall attend 
the Annual Conference? Ans. All the travelling preach- 
ers who are in full, connection, and those who are to be 
received into full connection." Discipline, pp. 39-40. 
" Who shall compose the General Conference, &c. Anff. 
1. The General Conference shall be composed of one 
member for every fourteen members of each Annual 
Conference, to be appointed either by seniority or choice, 
at the discretion of such Annual Conference," &c. That 
is, " the travelling preachers comprise the embodiment 
of its power, ecclesiastical and temporal," as the Court 
affirmed; " Not a tnodicum of power was left elsewhere," 
says Johnson. And yet the State and General Confer- 
ences, composed of the travelling preachers and their re- 
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prescntativcs, are wonderfully analogous to our Nation- 
al Congress, whose members are chosen by the people and 
thdr representatives! There is another thing that must 
be '' numbered among those which are ' twice dead, and 
plucked up by the roots/ " before this can be swallowed 
— the common sense of mankind. 

Sixthly: And is there any analogy betwen the Senate 
of the United States, chosen for six years, and respon- 
sible to '' a constituency," and one recognized and ap- 
appointed by their peers for life, and which " admits no 
constituents," and is " responsible only to themselvesr' 
The Southern Baptist Conventioi^ is not a legislative 
body. It is a merely voluntary assemblage — and each 
State may send as many and as few delegates to it as 
it chooses. They do not pretend to interfere with 
Church polity, and therefore cannot infringe upon the 
rights of the Churches. 

Our seventh, eleventh and fifteenth points are identi- 
cal with our fifth, says Brother Hamill, and he refers us 
to his answer to that for his answer to these. Let us 
see: In our fifth item we alluded to the manner of elect- 
ing the members of our State and National legislatures. 
In our seventh we alleged that the members so chosen, 
represented and were responsible to '* a constituency," 
in contradistinction to Methodist Conferences, which 
" had no constituents." In our eleventh, we showed the 
combination of the Democratic and Republican elements 
in our civil government, both of which were wanting in 
" our Episcopacy." And in our fifteenth, we referred to 
the efibrt made by sundry memorialists in 1824 and 
1828, to make the Methodist Episcopal Church govern- 
ment REPRESENTATIVE, by which it could have been some- 
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what assimilated to the form of a free government; but 
that the dignitaries of that Church rebuked the memo- 
rialists in as offensive terms as ever fell from the lips of 
a despot: " Pardon us if we know no such rights, if we 
comprehend no such privileges." Whether these seve- 
ral points are identical, and whether they are " twice 
dead, and plucked up by the roots," may be safely re- 
ferred to the judicious reader. 

Eighthly: We supposed Bishop Hamline spoke ex 
qffkiOf when he said that the will of the bishop, presiding 
elder, or circuit rider, " was omnipotent in the premises" 
— that " there was no tribunal to cure his errors or rec- 
tify his wrongs," and that the aggrieved party ** must 
submit." We will, therefore, station ex-Bishop Hamline 
to guard that tree from the ruthless hand of our brother. 
We rather surmise that the ex-bishop will give him a 
little trouble before he succeeds in " plucking it up by 
the roots." 

Ninthly: We may imitate the example of Bro. Hamill, 
and refer the reader to our answer to his strictures en 
our first point, for an answer to this, begging only to 
introduce the following extract from an article Which 
appeared in the "Philadelphia Church Advocate," an 
able Methodist organ, and which is from the pen of a 
distinguished Methodist writer. "In the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, no one, except the travelling preach- 
er, has any rights. All that the local preachers, ex. 
horters, class-leaders, and private members possess, are 
mere privileges, for which they are indebted to the sove- 
reign will and pleasure of their 'Divine Eights' rulers." 

Tenthly: Did the Memorialists, in 1824 and 1828, 
simply ask the privilege of " scattering their preachers 
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to tlio four winds?" Let the seventy-five thousand Pro- 
testant Methodists of the United States answer. 

Twelfthly: Wo are not aware that "protests'* can 
change facts. We can well conceive how "leading 
men in the Church, North," should " protest" against 
the decision of the court, for they lost nearly half a 
million of dollars by it. But that the party who gained 
the suit, should "protest" against the principles on 
which it was decided, and upon which alone it could 
have been determined in their favor, and yet accept the 
dividend, would place " our Episcopacy" in a humilia^ 
ting attitude which would disarm contempt. 

Thirteenthly: All the " standards" of " our Episco- 
pacy" uniformly refer to John Wesley as the sole founder 
of Methodism in Europe and America. See section first 
of the Discipline. We also refer the reader to that part 
of this article, in which we have shown in what respects 
the Convention that formed our Federal Con^itution, 
was analogous to the Conference that formed the " Book 
of Discipline," as alleged by Mr. Choate, to wit: That 
the bodies of each did their work and then disappeared. 

Fourteenthly: Bishop Bascom shall vindicate this 
point for us. In his " Declaration of Rights," drawn up 
during the agitation of the " representative" question 
in the Methodist Episcopal Church, he says: "A gov- 
ernment uniting the legislative, judicial, and executive 
powers in the same men, is an absurdity in theory, and 
in practice, tyranny. The executive power in every 
government, should be subordinate to the legislative, 
and the judicial independent of both. Whenever, there- 
fore, it happens that these three departments of govern- 
ment are in the hands of the same body of men, and 
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these men not the representatires of the people, first 
making the laws, then ezecnting them, and finally, the 
sole judges of their own acts, there is no liberty, the 
people are virtnally enslaved, and liable to be ruined at 
any time.'' Art 6th. 

Sixteenthly: Wo asserted in this item that all the 
powers, in the governmental economy of Methodism, 
were in the bands of the clergy. And if we have not 
succeeded in proving this, we should despair of proving 
that the three angles of a triangle are equal to two right 
angles. " The bishop appoints the minister," says a Me- 
thodist writer, over twenty years ago, and we presume 
it is the same now; " the minister appoints the class- 
leader and stewards; these appoint the sexton, who, in 
his turn, appoints the grave-digger. So that from him 
who soars aloft, and overlooks God's heritage, down to 
him who delves in the earth, and buries the bodies of 
the saints, all derive their power from the ministry, and 
all are responsible to them only, for their proceedings.'' 
Quoted in the Iron Wheel, p. 313. 

Our seventeenth item needs no defence. Every deed 
to Meeting Houses, &c. &c., is taken in the name of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South. Discipline, p. 209. 
Every trustee is originally appointed by the preacher 
in charge, or presiding elder, and must be a member of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church. Discipline, p. 218. 
Every vacancy by death or otherwise, in the boards, is 
to be filled by the nominee of the " stationed minister 
or preacher." Idem. When these facts are denied, we 
will publish the " form of a deed" laid down in the Dis* 
cipline. 

Has brother Hamill succeeded, reader, in MU'mg with 
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a douMe death, these "trees of" ttn-^righteousness" in 
the Methodist vineyard, according to his modest boast? 
Now, we frankly confess, that, if we had planted them 
there, it would bo a bare question of relative power be- 
tween him and ourself as to whether they should remain. 
But as they were planted there by the " fathers," of "our 
Episcopacy," it materially changes the parties to the 
contest. We hope he will succeed ultimately in "pluck- 
ing them up by the roots," and " casting them into the 
fire." The travelling clergy of the whole United States 
have them under special guardianship; and not until our 
brother shall associate with himself a power which the 
laity of his Church only can supply, will he be able to 
root up this noxious growth. 

But to drop the figure, we maintain that every one 
of our seventeen points is sustained by evidence which 
is incontestible. Every fact which they respectively 
involve, we have proved, either from the " standards" 
of Methodism, or from the judicial records of the coun- 
try. We are only responsible for grouping them toge- 
ther in the form in which they are there presented. 
Brother Hamill does not deny a single fact there pre- 
sented. He only excepts to the principles on which 
" the Property Case" was decided; and in this, he be- 
comes the antagonist of the Circuit Court of the United 
States, AND NOT ours; and in this position we leave him, 
so far as his eflfort at " killing" and " plucking up" is 
concerned. 

A word in regard to this allusion to Baptist Church 
government. He premises his strictures upon our 
" contrast" by saying, that " The Bible contains all the 
doctrines and essential principles of discipline which 
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govern gospel Churches/' Then how is it, that those 
who adopt the Bible as their constitution — their only 
rule of faith and practice, — are represented by him as 
adopting a " system of sad anarchy and confusion, call- 
ed Baptist Church governments" — as possessing a " dis- 
jointed scheme, yclept Baptist Church government?" 
Was the very form of government adopted by the Apos- 
tolic Churches, a " disjointed system" of " anarchy and 
confusion?" Verily, it requires no little temerity to as- 
sert this. But if not; if the Apostolic Churches really 
had something which could be accurately called Church 
government, and a denomination of Christians in this 
day adopt it as theirs, by what system of logic can it be 
proved now to be a " system of anarchy and confusion?" 
Or is it impossible for Baptists to understand as plain a 
book as the New Testament? This will not be pre- 
tended; and we conclude, therefore, that the form of go- 
vernment adopted by Christ himself, and his Apostles 
who wrote as moved upon by the Holy Ghost, is far 
preferable, to that despotic " scheme yclept " Method- 
ist Episcopacy, adopted under a special dispensation 
from John Wesley, by sixty travelling preachers in 
1184. 



We are glad that our brother has signified his wil- 
lingness, heartily to co-operate with us in publishing in 
book form, this discussion. We hereby agree to furnish 
one-half of the expense necessary for the publication of 
say four thousand copies, more or less, so soon as Bro. 
Hamill or his brethren shall furnish the other half. We 
suppose it will be as readily bought by Methodists as 
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Baptists; and if so, there will be no diflBculty in dispos- 
ing of four thousand copies in six months after it is 
printed. At least we are willing to take two thousand 
copies, and become responsible for their sale, so far as 
the Baptists are concerned; and we have no reason to 
doubt that Brother Hamill will do the same in behalf of 
his brethren. In the event that an equitable arrange- 
ment can be consummated between us, in regard to its 
joint publication, we will cheerfully agree to leave out 
our articles now in course of preparation, on " Church 
Government;'' albeit, we cannot see what very great 
harm it would do our Methodist brethren to read them. 
We heartily reciprocate all the kind terms in which 
our brother holds us. We can say most seriously that 
we have not " set down aught in malice." We have spo- 
ken plainly, but kindly, as becomes all who profess god- 
liness. And whether " our Episcopacy " shall prove in 
the issue to be a transplant from Jerusalem or Babylon, 
whether it shall prove to be an offshoot of the tree of 
liberty, or the green ivy which mistaken hands have 
planted at its root, and which is ultimately to enfold and 
crush within its deadly embrace that majestic tree, we 
can but wish the highest degree of temporal and spirit- 
ual prosperity to our worthy antagonist in this dis- 
cussion. 

November 8, 1855. 
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LETTER FROM MESSRS. CLOPTON, BILBRO, AND 

MAYES. 

Rev. Samuel Henderson: 

Dear Brother — At the close of the communication con- 
cluding on your part, the discussion between yourself 
and our pastor, Rev. E. J. Hamill, you address to ihe 
undersigned a respectful communication, to which we 
feel it is our duty to reply. In consequence of the 
republication in your columns, of an article from the 
Western Watchman, reflecting directly upon the econ- 
omy of the Methodist Church, not in a religious, but in 
a political point of view, and thus, indirectly, upon the 
patriotism of the members of the Methodist Church, we 
felt that self-respect, as well as attachment to the 
Church of our choice, called upon us to ask at your 
hands admission into your columns, of a defense pre- 
pared by the pastor of our Church, against the malig- 
nant aspersions cast upon Methodism, by the anonymous 
author of the article in question. It was not the inten- 
tion of our pastor to have carried the matter beyond 
that ezjpose of the principles of the Methodist Church 
government to which our names were appended, had 
you not seen proper, a right we by no means question, 
to enter the arena and contend that the Methodist 
Church government was anti-Republican. In this as- 
pect of things, we had a right to expect from our pastor, 
and were convinced of his ability to prepare a defense 



836 A DISCUSSION ON 

of our Church economy. We have read the discnssion 
with interest, and were much gratified with the ability 
and Christian kindness with which it was conducted. 
Wo arc pleased to bear testimony to the fact that in 
our opinion it will tend to draw more closely, and not 
to sever, the bond of Christian union, which should exist 
between the two Churches. We congratulate both 
parties to this debate upon this happy result of the 
discussion; and we greatly desire to see it published 
in book form, that it may do good more extensively, by 
a wider circulation in both Churches. We will cheer- 
fully enter into any arrangements which can be made, 
to secure its publication and promote its increased cir- 
culation. 

We are indebted to you for the courtesies extended 
to our pastor, and for the kind regards you bctve ex- 
pressed for him and for ourselves. 

Kespectfully yours, 

DAVID CLOPTON, 



JOHN B. BILBRO, 
ROBT. L. MAYES. 



TuskegeCf Ala., Nov, 2, 1855. 



ANSWER. 

The foregoing communication was handed in last 
week, but owing to the great length of the closing ar- 
ticles of the discussion, it was crowded out. It is in 
response to a note we addressed to the gentlemen whose 
names are signed to it, some two months since, at what 
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we then supposed, from the long silence of Bro. Hamill, 
was the end of the discussion between us. And let us 
here say to our Methodist brethren, that we never have, 
and God forbid that we ever should, seek to deprive any 
man or set of men, the right to adopt any form of 
Church government they please. But when such form 
is adopted by them — there is a co-relative right belong- 
ing to others — and that is the right to discuss its prin- 
ciples. But the abstract right to adopt Episcopacy, or 
to live under an Episcopal government, is one thing, 
and the right to call such a government a Democratic 
Republic, is quite a different thing. When, therefore, 
we chose to exercise a " right which" you " by no means 
question," to investigate the claims of your ecclesiasti- 
cal polity to Republicanism, we did so for the sole pur- 
pose of showing that a government by the clergy was 
710 1 a government by the people; that whatever civil 
rights and privileges were guarantied to the laity of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church, by our free government 
— Episcopacy " knew no such rights, and comprehended 
no such privileges." And we do honestly maintain, that 
so long as Methodists uphold their present governmental 
organization, so long do they practically and theoreti- 
cally repudiate, in their ecclesiastical capacity, the spi- 
rit and genius of American Democracy. And if their 
worthy pastor has succeeded in proving to their satis- 
faction, that their ** Church economy," every department 
of which is administered by the clergy — which " has no 
constituents" — which refuses to place grave questions 
** at the feet of a Democracy" — which is " absolutely an 
aristocracy" — is, nevertheless, quite Democratic and 
Republican — all we have to say is, they are far more 
29 
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easily satisfied with religious than with civil polity. 
Wc suppose if we should undertake to prove to them, 
that a political compact, organized upon the identical 
principles of Episcopal Methodism, was quite homoge- 
neous with our free institutions, they might indeed con- 
cede that we were honest at heart, but certainly not a. 
very safe expounder of Democracy and Republicanism. 
For example, suppose our revolutionary war had proved 
a failure, and the colonies had been reduced to a state 
of servitude again to the British crown, would any ra- 
tional man ever have suspicioned Episcopal Methodism 
as possessing the first element either of Democracy or 
Republicanism? With what exultation and pride would 
they, in such an event, have pointed to the part which 
their illustrious founder, John Wesley, and his first mis- 
sionaries to this country took in that memorable strug- 
gle, in denouncing our forefathers as rebels, and affirm- 
ing that they had no just cause to take up arms against 
their sovereign I Indeed, their preachers at least might 
have secured as high a commendation from George III. 
as the Baptists did from George Washington. 

For the kind terms in which these brethren speak, 
both of the ability and spirit of the discussion, we are 
much obliged. They live in the immediate community 
in which it has occurred — have read it all — and are 
therefore prepared to speak understandingly. But how 
different has it been viewed by some of the accredited 
organs of their Church ! By these we have been alter- 
nately denounced during its progress, as being guilty 
of " the lowest piece of religious demagogueism which 
has yet transpired" — as " a legitimate child of the father 
of lies" — as "ignorant of the subject" we were discussing 
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— as " accuser of the brethren" — as uttering " self-evi- 
dently malicious misrepresentations/' &c. &c. Now, 
these brethren declare in their communication: "We 
have read the discussion with interest, and were much 
gratified with the ability and Christian kindness with 
which it was conducted." In this instance, at least, we 
must invert the sentiment of the poet, and say: 



" 'Tis distance lends" repulsion " to the viewl" 

Being desirous, when the discussion first opened, that 
" it might do good more extensively by a wider circula- 
tion in both Churches," than our paper could give it, we 
requested Bro. Hamill to secure its publication in some 
one of the " Advocates," as an act of reciprocal courtesy, 
and we are quite sorry that he failed in the effort. This 
desire has not abated in the slightest degree; and we 
are ready to negotiate any equitable arrangement, by 
which its " increased circulation" may be promoted. 

We assure these brethren, that the courtesy we have 
extended to their pastor has been quite cordial from 
first to last; a courtesy, by the way, which we never 
have known extended to a Baptist by any one of the 
** Advocates." But a few weeks since, a violent assault 
was made upon Dr. Baker, a Baptist minister of Georgia, 
in the columns of the " Nashville Christian Advocate,'' 
by a Mr. Mills, a Methodist clergyman, to which Dr. 
Baker made a respectful reply, asking the editor of that 
paper to insert it, and this act of justice was denied him! 
Even while we write, we observe a similar instance of 
injustice on the part of the "Texas Christian Advocate." 
The treatment we have received at the hands of these 
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" Advocates" is too well known to our readers, to be 
more than alluded to here. Wo know of no political 
editor of the Union, whose policy is governed by such 
a code of morals. The surveillance of a " star chamber," 
or a French " Emperor," was never more rigid and pre- 
scriptive than that which keeps watch and ward over 
the columns of these journals, and assumes to denounce 
every attempt to expose the polity of their denomina- 
tion, not agreeable to them, as impertinent and unchari- 
table. With this, however, we have nothing to do — 
only to pursue the course exactly the reverse of theirs. 
Indeed we wish no better evidence that we are right 
than this. Our convictions of duty and justice are pre- 
scribed in a " book of discipline" which, so far from hold- 
ing the penalty of exclusion in terrorem over us for "in- 
veighing against the doctrines and discipline" of any de- 
nomination, which we believe unfounded in the Word of 
God, commands us to " prove all things, and hold fast 
to that which is good." Hence ** the courtesies extend- 
ed" to their pastor, and " the kind regards" we have ex- 
pressed for them individually, is the result, not so much 
of personal esteem (although we are not wanting in 
this) as of Christian principle — and we claim no thanks 
for either. 

November 15th, 1855. 



METHODIST EPISCOPACY. 34I 



LETTER VII. 

THE DISCUSSION. 

Three errors of fact; Their correction requested. 

Brother Henderson: 

There are several grave errors of fact, not of opinion, 
in your last article. As that article closes the discus- 
sion, I do not offer you a reply; but simply state the 
errors in question, with the conviction that you will do 
us justice, in the points specified. 

First error of fact: In your examination of my review 
of the contrast, under the third head, you say of the di- 
vision of the Church in 1844, " This essential change in 
the constitution of the Church, was not submitted to 
the action of a single society of laymen in the Union." 

Now, it is unaccountable to me, how you could have 
fallen into this error, upon a fact of such vital import- 
ance to the question under discussion. I had repeatedly 
called your attention to the fact, that the laity of the 
entire South demanded the division. I had quoted Mr. 
Fancher's remark, "that the most excited meetings 
soon occurred in all parts of the South, and the most 
indignant resolutions were passed." I had referred to 
the fact, that the Eev. Mr. Curry, a distinguished minis- 
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tcr of the Georgia Conference, was required to vacate 
his charge of the Columbus Church, by the members, on 
account of his opposition to the action of that Church, 
on the question of the division; and, moreover, the re- 
port of the Church Property Case abounds with such 
testimony. For example, in an "Address to the minis- 
ters and members of the slave-holding States," drawn 
up before they left New York, by the very delegates to 
the General Conference of 1844, who proposed the plan 
of separation, they say: " The plan does not decide that 
division shall take place; but simply, and it is thought 
securely, provides that it may, if it be found necessary. 
Of this necessity, you (the ministers and members) are 
to be the judges." 

Again, in the proceedings of the South Carolina Con- 
ference, p. 113, it is said: "Hesolutions to that effect 
(namely, the division of the Church) have been adopted 
by the Quarterly Conferences of all the circuits and 
stations without any exception, and in many, perhaps 
in most of them, by other meetings also, which have 
been called expressly for the purpose; and in some of 
them, by meelings held at every preaching place where there 
was a society. In the whole field of our Conference dis- 
trict, one individual only has been heard to express 
himself doubtfully as to the expediency of a separate 
jurisdiction." 

Again, in the address to the Louisville Convention of 
the Methodist Church, South, which sums up the action 
of our entire Conferences, and viemhership^ it is declared, 
" It was found that both as to the members of the An- 
nual Conferences, arid the local ministry and membership of 
our entire territory, the declaration had been sustained, 



METHODIST EPISCOPACY. 343 

and a separate organization called for, by as great a 
majority as ninety- five to five — that the number dissent- 
ing should have been so small, compared, to the number 
of those who have required us to act^ is to our minds con- 
clusive proof of the absolute necessity of this action." 
Church. Property Case, p. 121. Of the truth of the fact, 
that the laity did take action upon the question of the 
division of the Church, there are living witnesses by thous' 
ands. 

You surely could not have read the entire report of 
the Church Property Case. Had you read these ex- 
tracts from it, which I now quote, it would have been 
impossible for you to have fallen into so great an error, 
upon so fundamental a point. Of course, this correc- 
tion of your error should materially change your opin- 
ion of Methodism. 

Second error of fact: "You say the preachers and 
elders appoint all the class-leaders, stewards, and trus- 
tees who hold 'Church property — and preachers remove 
at their pleasure their appointees." You are right with 
regard to the appointment and removal of class-leaders, 
though this discretionary power of the preacher is held 
under strict accountability; but you are wrong about 
trustees and stewards. A new board of trustees may 
be appointed by preachers, where the laws allow it; 
but old boards of trustees fill their own vacancies by 
election, and trustees and stewards are accountable to 
the Quarterly Conferences only, and cannot be removed 
by either the preacher or the presiding elder. 

Third error of fact: You quote Isaac Taylor as one, 
whom " no man can suspect of being unfriendly to Me- 
thodism." Hear the Methodist Quarterly Review, of 
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July, 1S53, of his work: "On almost every page, tinder '^ 
an ill-disguised affectation of candor, his secret enmity 
may be discovered. This is a sufficient exposure of the 
hypocritical enmity with which he praises the heart of 
Wesley, as incapable of injuring any man in the small- 
est matter, while he charges him with upholding a 
Church theory, on the ground of which heretics in troops 
might consistently be burned." 

Your own sense of honor, and of justice, will dictate 
to yuu tlie propriety of correcting these errors of fact. 
I am, as ever, your brother in Christ, 

E. J. HAMILL. 

November 22, 1856. 

P. S. — The Fourth Quarterly Conference of the Oak 
Bowery circuit, Chambers county, passed resolutions 
unanimously recommending the publication of the dis- 
cussion. 

Signed, Jonathan Ware, Sec'y. 

The Fourth Quarterly Conference of the Tuskegee 
circuit, of which the Rev. Wm. B. Neal is pastor, passed 
similar resolutions recommending the publication of the 
discussion. 

Signed, P. B. ArPLEsy, Sec'y. 
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REPLY TO LETTER Yll. 

Misapprehension of argument; The *'first error of fact" may be cor- 
rected when the "standards" are mended, and the judicial re- 
cords of the country rectified; Second "error of fact;** Third 
"error of fact;" The "seventh wonder;" Mutual call for the 
publication of the discussion by Baptists and Methodists. 

We very cheerfully insert the foregoing communica- 
tion from our worthy antagonist in the late discussion 
on Episcopal Methodism. Far be it from us to persist 
in ^^errors of fad/^ in reference to Episcopacy; especi- 
ally such "errors of fact" as should materially change 
our opinion of Methodism." The reader will be able to 
judge how far these "errors" may be legitimately 
charged to our account, at the close of this article. 

In regard to the "first error of fact" we think that if 
Brother Hamill had fully comprehended the drift of our 
argument on the "Property Case," it would have "ma- 
terially changed his opinion" of the "error" in question. 
In that argument, we took it for granted, that the prin- 
ciples on which that case was decided by the learned 
tribunal to which it was referred, were true in their ap- 
plication to the whole system of Methodism. At least, 
so thought the Court. These principles were, as argued 
by the counsel who gained the suit, and as sustained by 
the Court in its decision, that the General Conference of 
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travelling preachers "admit no constituents" — ^that 
they "have the power to create and destroy" — that 
"not a modicum of power is left elsewhere" — and, to 
use the veiy language of the judges who decided the 
suit, when they (these travelling preachers) are as- 
sembled in General Conference, according to the usaget 
and discipline of the Church, they represent themselves, and 
have no constituents,^^ 

Our position is. That the laity in the Methodist Episco- 
pal Church, have, in a governmental sense, no power whatever. 
And our review of the "Property Case" was intended to 
sustain this position. Now, the only legitimate mode 
of proving that we committed an error in saying that 
the division of the Church, by the General Conference 
in 1844, "was not submitted to the action of a single 
society of laymen in the Union," is to appeal to the ac- 
tion of that body, in making that "essential change in 
its constitution." Pursuing this course, we turn to the 
original resolutions passed by that body in 1844, pro- 
viding for a division of the Church. If we had the space 
we would publish the whole series; but we have room 
for only the fourth, which covers the whole ground in 
debate between us. It is as follows: 

"4th. That whenever the Annual Conferences, by a 
vote of three-fourths of all their members voting on the 
third resolution, (which provided for a "change of the 
sixth restrictive rule," so as to authorize an equitable 
division of "the Book Concern and chartered Fund,") 
shall have concurred in the recommendation to alter 
the sixth restrictive article, the agents at NewYork 
and Cincinnati shall, and they are hereby authorized 
and directed to deliver over to any authorized agent or 
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appointee of the Church, South, should one be author- 
ized, all notes and book accounts against the ministers, 
Church members, or citizens within its boundaries, with 
authority to collect the same for the sole use of the 
Southern Church, and that said agents also convey to 
the aforesaid agent, or appointee, of the South, all the 
real estate, and assign to him all the property, including 
papers, stock, and all right and interest connected with 
the printing establishments at Charleston, Eichmond, 
and Nashville, which now belong to the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church." 

Now, observe distinctly. That the authority which is 
to give force and effect to those resolutions — resolutions 
which contemplate the most "essential change" in Me- 
thodism which has ever occurred in its history — is, not 
the societies of laymen and local preachers ^ for they are never 
named in such connection, but the Annual Conferences of 
BISHOPS AND TRAVELLING PREACHERS. And this authority 
is distinctly submitted to them in the first, third, fourth 
and fifth resolutions passed by that body. They are the 
only constituents authorized to act in the premises. We care 
not if there were five hundred or five thousand "ex- 
cited meetings held in the South" on that subject — we 
care not how many "addresses" were submitted "to ^ 
the ministers and members of the slave-holding States," 
by the members of the Conference of 1844, on their indi- 
vidual responsibility J and after that body adjourned. The 
question is. Whether the General Conference o/" 1844, in 
passing the resolutions providing for a division of the 
Church, RECOGNIZED IN THE LAITY an authority 
competent to sit in judgment upon its acts and doings? Prove 
this to us, Brother Hamill, and we will cheerfully and 
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candidly acknowledge, that we committed an error in 
saying that "this essential change was not submitted 
to the action of a single society of laymen in the Union." 
The most careless reader, it seems to us, must have un- 
derstood us to mean, in that sentence, that societies of 
laymen, in the language of the Court, "have no part or 
connection with its governmental organization, and 
never had" — that General Conferences do not "submit" 
their acts to the decision of laymen, in any sense of that 
term — and that in the case to which we referred, the 
tribunal which was to give force and effect to the reso- 
lutions was, NOT THE LAITY, hut the lishops and iraveUing 
preacher Sf in their Annttal Conference cojpacity. The privi- 
lege of holding public meetings to aquiesce in, and submit 
to the action of their rulers, is one thing, and the RIGHT 
to vote upon a vital question of Church organization, as 
recognized constituents, is quite a different thing. We 
think we could even appeal to Brother Hamill to make 
this distinction. 

Our brother thinks, of course, this correction of your 
(our) error should materially change your (our) opinion 
of Methodism. About as much, Bro. Hamill, as the re- 
cent public meetings in France and England, by which 
the loyalty of the people in these nations was expressed 
to their respective Sovereigns for the manner in which 
they are prosecuting the war with Russia, would "change 
our opinion" of monarchy. Whenever your General 
Conference shall recognize, in the laity, a constituency, 
an authorized tribunal to "cure its errors and rectify its 
wrongs" — whenever that body shall, in the plentitude of 
its condescension, "place grave questions at the feet of 
a Democracy"T-THAT will " materially change our 
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opinion of Methodism." But until this is done, the 
'* excited meetings," " Mr. Curry," " addresses" from de- 
legates to ** General Conferences," and " Conventions,*' 
may be multiplied fourfold — we must persist in saying, 
that the General Conference of 1844 did not submit the 
resolutions which provided for a contingent division of 
the Church, "to the action of a single society of laymen 
in the Union," to give them effect. That body "knew 
no sucli rights, and comprehended no such privileges." 
We are sorry, therefore, that we cannot accommodate our 
brother in this matter, small as it is. " Retract!" No; 
not until the " Book of Discipline" is mended, and the 
judicial records of the country are corrected.* 

The " second error of fact" can be disposed of quite 
easily. In saying that the preachers and elders appoint 
all the class-leaders, stewards and trustees, who hold 
Church property, we stated a " substantial truth, with 
circumstantial variations," as our law books would say. 
The class-leaders, and trustees are appointed by the 
preacher in charge; and in case of a vacancy b}'^ death, 

* The above correction of the first great error of fact, I do not 
deem Bufficient — but the facts are before the public. I submit to 
their decision. 

E. J. HAMILL. 

We regret this. As our defence of the position, involving what 
is called " the first great error of fact,*' is based upon evidence de- 
rived from ojjidal documents, emanating from the General Confer- 
ence and the judicial records of the country, we cannot believe that 
the reader will be as incredulous as our worthy opponent. We, 
therefore, most cheerfully join in submitting the whole matter to 
the same enlightened umpire. 

EnrroR S. W. Baptist. 

30 
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removal, or otlierwise, in boards of trustees, as stated 
in the latter part of the sarae article, the preacher nomi- 
nates and the board confirms. Stewards are nomina- 
ted by the ** preacher having charge of the circuit," and 
** confirmed or rejected by the Quarterly Conference.'* 
(Discipline, p. 218.) Not wrong about trustees, Brother 
Hamill. " Old boards of trustees can fill their own vslcslh- 
cieSf^^ provided they vole for ike nominee of the preacher. See 
Discipline, p. 218. The only " error" we committed was 
in classing stewards with class-leaders and trustees; and 
this was not an error if the old legal maxim be true, quid 
facit per allum, facit per se: what a man does through an- 
other, he does himself. And besides all this, Bro Hamill 
does not pretend that the societies of laymen have any 
hand in these appointments. And this was the point 
we were establishing in making that statement. 

The " third error of fact" admits a still easier solu- 
tion. We did not quote from Isaac Taylor, as one of 
the "standards" of Methodism, but as an English writer 
of accredited standing and ability. Any man who will 
read the volume from which we quoted, must be impress- 
ed with the conviction, that while he totally disagrees 
with Mr. Wesley and his followers, on their ecclesiasti- 
cal polity, he nevertheless held them in high respect. 
Perhaps Mr. Taylor, like Judges Nelson and Betts, and 
all other outsiders who have attempted to look into 
the " mystery of Methodism," did not understand the sub- 
ject. "Our Episcopacy" must be the " seventh wonder 
of the world," as neither the judiciary of the country, 
nor lawyers, nor scholars, nor indeed any of the rest of 
mankind who belong to the uninitiated, can understand 
it. It seems there must be something in the system 
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which stultifies the intellect of every man who under- 
takes to analyze it. His perceptions may be as clear as 
the noon day's sun upon every other question, but here, 
a " horror of great darkness " instantly encompasses 
him I His reasonings "may be true in their application" 
to all other subjects, *' but false in their application " to 
this! Now, really, we must be pardoned for throwing 
out the suggestion, that the fruitless searches which 
have been made for the " Democratic element " in Epis- 
copal Methodism, is not so much from the want of sight 
to detect it, as from the want of the material in the system. 

We are gratified that two other " Quarterly Confer- 
ences " have expressed their approbation of the discus- 
sion, and their desire for its publication. Between fif- 
teen and twenty Baptist Associations in this State, re- 
presenting "constituency" of about forty thousand, 
have called on us to publish it. 

November 22, 1855. 
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A. 

Krferrtd to in pages 77 and 124. 

MR. WESLEY^S " CALM ADDRESS TO OUR AMERICAN 

COLONIES." 

In the current hiBtories of American Methodism, it is confidently 
asserted of those Methodist preachers who became so ofifensiye to 
the patriots of our glorious Revolution, by ** avowing their attach- 
ment to the British cause/* that they acted ** contrary to the advice <f 
Mr. Wesley. — See Gorrie'e History of Episcopal Methodism, as U toot 
and is," Sec. 3, p. 52. That the reader may determine what 
amount of credit is due to this statement, we propose presenting a 
few extracts from Mr. Wesley's " (Mm Address to our American OdUh 
nies," written at the time that our forefathers were hunted down like 
wild beasts in the swamps and morasses in the South, and marking 
the ground with the blood of their unshod feet in the bleak winters 
of the North. Of that sacred cause, to maintain which, these noble 
men '^ pledged to each other their lives, their fortunes and their sa- 
cred honor," the father of American Methodism holds the following 
language: 

" 3. But I object to the very foundation of your plea that * every 
freeman is governed by laws to which he has consented;' as confi- 
dently as it has been asserted, U is absolutely false. In wide extended 
dominions, a very small part of the people are concerned in making 
the XaWs, This, as all public business, must be done by delegation, 
the delegates are chosen by a select number. And those that are 
not electors, who are far the greater part, stand by, idle and help- 
less spectators. • ♦••♦♦♦•• 

" 4. But you say, you * are entitled to life, liberty, and property, 
by nature; and that you have never ceded to any sovereign power 
the right to dispose of these without your consent.' 
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*^ While 70U speak as the naked sons of nature, this is certainly 
true; but you presently declare—* Our ancestors at the time they 
settled these Colonics, were entitled to all the rights of natural bom 
subjects within the realm of England/ This, likewise is true; but 
when this is granted, the boast of original rights is at an end; you 
are no longer in a state of nature, but sink down to Colonists gov- 
erned ])y a Charter. If your ancestors were subjects, they acknow- 
ledged a sovereign; if they had a right to English privileges, they 
were accountable to English laws, and had ceded to the king and 
parliament, ihejxnrer o/disposinffy without their consent^ of both tt«> /twtf, 
Ubertiesy and properties. And did tha. parliament cede to them a 
dispensation from the obedience which they owe as natural sub- 
jects?— or any degree of independence not enjoyed by other Eng- 
lishmen? • • • • • 

'' C. But you say — * As the Colonists are not represented in the 
British parliament, they are entitled to a free power of legislation; 
for they inherit all the right which their ancestors had, of exyoying 
all the privileges of Englishmen.' 

" They do inherit all the privileges which their ancestors had, but 
thoy can inherit no more. Their ancestors left a country where the 
representatives of the people were elected by men particularly qua- 
lified, and where those who wanted that qualification were bound 
by tho decisions of men whom they had not deputed. You are the 
descendants of men who either had no votes, or resigned t!:em by 
emigration. You have, therefore, exactly what your ancestors left 
you — not a vote in making laws, nor of choosing legislators, but the 

happiness of being protected by laws, and the duty of obeying them. 

• • » • 

" 7. However, the * Colonies have a right to all the privileges 
granted them by the royal charters, or secured to them by provin • 
clal laws.' 

" The first clause is allowed ; they have certainty a right to all 
the privileges granted them by the royal charters. But as to the 
second, there is a doubt. Provincial laws may grant privileges to 
individuals of the province, but surely no province can confer pro- 
vincial privileges on itself. They have the right to do all which 
the king has given them, but not to all which they have given 
themselves. • • • 
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" 8. All that impartially consider what has been observed, maBi 
readily allow, thai the English parliament haa an undoubted right to taai 
all the English Oohnkt. 

*' But whence, then, is all this harry and tumnlt? Why is AmerlcA 
all in an uproar?" Here the reverend poUtidany John Weslet, pro- 
ceeds to give his "opinion" of the cause of this "uproar." He 
alleges that " a few men in England who are determined enemies 
to monarchy,"' are " seeking to erect their grand idol, their dear 
commonwealth, upon its ruins!" So that our noble revolutionary 
ancestry — Washington, Franklin, Jefferson, Henry, Madison, and all 
their compatriots, were the mere dupes of " a few men in England I" 
and our glorious Republic is the result of the intrigues of these few 
" artful men I" After belaboring them with this insult to their pa* 
triotism and integrity, he proceeds: 

" 10. But, my brethren, would this be any advantage to youf 
Can you hope for a more desirable form of government, either in 
England or America, than that which you now ei\joy T [This clause 
in the " Address" seems especially intended for his own brethren, 
and the emphasis he lays upon " youj" as it is italicised by himself.} 
After all the vehement cry for liberty, what more liberty can you 
have ! What more religious liberty can you desire, than that which 
you enjoy already ? May not every one among you worship God 
according to his own conscience 7 What civil liberty can you desire 
which you are not already possessed of? Do you not sit without 
restraint, every man under his own vine 9 Do you not, every one, 
high or low, ei\joy the fruit of your labor ? This is real, rational 
liberty, such as is enjoyed by Englishmen alone, and not by any 
other people in the habitable world. Would the being independent 
of England make you more free ? Far, very far from it It would 
hardly be possible for you to steer clear between anarchy and tyran- 
ny. But suppose, after numberless dangers and mischiefs, you 
should settle into one or more Republics, would a republican go- 
vernment give you more liberty, either civil or religious? By no 
means. NO GOVERNMENTS UNDER HEAVEN ARE SO DES- 
POTIC AS THE REPUBLICAN: No subjects are governed in 

80 ARBITRAET A MANNER AS THOSE OF A COMMONWEALTH. * * 

" 11. * But if we submit to one tax more will follow.' Perhaps 
so. and perhaps not But if they did; if you were taxed (which is 
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ont of kindness at least to the present generation, have concluded 
to hoo]£ tliem up, and rescue thezn from a fate to which their friends 
seem inclined to consign them. We quote from the Rey. Alexan- 
der McCaixe'h *^JIittory and Mystery cf Mdhodid Epitcopac^f^^ publish- 
«d in Baltimore, in 1827. Mr. McCainc was a preacher in connec- 
tion with the Methodist. Episcopal Church, <'for upwards of thirty 
years." 
The following is a copy of this letter, attested by Bishop White: 

♦*RiOHT Reverend Sir: 

*Tcrmit mc to intrude a little on your time,, upon a subject of 
great importance. 

**You, 1 believe, are conscious that I was brought up in the Churii 
of England, and have been ordained a presbyter of that Church. 
For many years I was prejudiced, even I think, to bigotry, in favor 
of it; but through a variety of causes and incidents, to mention 
which, would be tedious, and useless, my mind was exceedingly 
biased on the other side of the question. In consequence of this, 
I am not sure but I went further in the ieparation of our Church in 
America, than Mr. Wesley, from whom I had received my commis- 
eion, did intend. He did indeed solemnly invest me, as far as he 
had a right so to do, with Episcopal authority, but did not intend, I 
think, that our entire separation should take place. He being press- 
ed by our friends on this side the water, for ministers to admin- 
ister the sacraments to them (there being very few clergy of the 
Church of England then in the States) he went farther, lam sure, than 
he would Iiavegone, if he hadforseen some events which followed. And this 
I am certain of — thai he is now sorry for the separation. 

"But what can be done for a re-union, which I wish for; and to 
ftccompliish which, Mr. Wesley, I have no doubt, would use his influ- 
ence to the utmost ? The affection of a very considerable number 
of the preachers and most of tlie people, is very strong towards him, 
notwithstanding the excessive ill usage he received from a fete. Mj interest 
also, is not small; and both Lis and mine would readily and to the 
utmost, be used to accomplish that (to us) very dcsircable object: if 
a readiness were shown by the bishops of the Protestant Episcopal 
Church to re-unite. 

"It is even to your Church an object of great importance. We 
have now above 60,000 adults in our Society in these States; and 
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about 250 travelling ministers and preachers; besides a gpreat num- 
ber of local preachers, very far exceeding the number of travelling 
preachers; and some of these local preachers are men of very con- 
siderable abilities; but if we number the Methodists as most people 
number the members of their Church, viz.: by the families which 
constantly attend the divine ordinances in their places of worship, 
they will make a larger body than you possibly conceive. The So- 
ciety, I believe, may be safely multiplied by five on an average, to 
give us our stated congregations; which will then amount to 
300,000. And if the calculation, which I think some eminent 
writers have made, be just, that three-fifths of mankind are un-aduU 
(if I may use the expression) at any given period, it will follow that 
all the families, the adults ot which form our congregations in these 
States, amount to 750,000. About one-fifth of these are blacks. 

" The work now extends in length from Boston to the south of 
Greorgia; and in breadth, from the Atlantic to Lake Ghamplain, 
Vermont, Albany, Redstone, Holstein, Kentucky, Cumberland, &c 

" But there are many hindrances in the way. Can they be re- 
moved ? 

*' 1. Our ordained ministers will not, ought not, to give up their 
right of administerinor the sacraments. I don't think that the gen- 
erality of them, perhaps none of them, would refuse to submit to a 
reordination, if other hindrances were removed out of the way. I 
must here observe, that between sixty and seventy only, out of the 
two hundred and fifty, have been ordaiped presbyters, and about 
sixty deacons (only). The presbyters are the choicest of the whole. 

" 2. The other preachers would hardly submit to re-union, if the 
possibility of their rising up to ordination depended on the present 
bishops in America. Because, though they are all, I think I may 
say, zealous, pious, and very useful men, yet they are not acquaint- 
ed with the learned languages. Besides, they would argue, if the 
present bishops would waive the article of the learned languages, 
yet their successors might not. 

** My desire of a re-union is so sincere and earnest, that these dif- 
ficulties make me tremble: and yd something must he done before the 
death of Mr, Wey/ey, otherioise I shall despair of sicccess: for though my 
influence among the Methodists in these States, as well as in Eu- 
rope, is, I doubt not, increasing, yet Mr, Asbury^ whose ir^uence it very 
31 
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eapUali viU not «uily corr^y; fnoy, / know he will be exceedingly avern 
tait. 

" In Europe, where some steps had been taken, tending to a sepa- 
ration, all is at an end. Mr. Wesley is a determined enemy of it, 
and I have lately borne an open and successful testimony against it 

" Shall I be favored with a private interview with you in Phila- 
delphia ? I shall be there, God willing, on Tuesday, the 17th of 
May. If this be agreeable, I'll beg of you just to signify it in a note, 
directed to me at Mr. Jacob Baker's, Merchant, Market Street, Phil- 
adelphia: or, if you please, by a few lines sent me by the return of 
tiie post, at Philip Rogers', Esq., in Baltimore, from yourself or Dr. 
Magaw; and I will wait upon you with my friend Dr. Magaw. We 
can then enlarge on the subjects. 

^^lameotuciousofU^iatteereeyie qf great importance in the jfreeerU elate 
qfthe busineUj till the minds of you, your brother bishops, and Mr. 
Wesley be circumstantially known. I must, therefore beg that 
these things be confined to yourself and Dr. Magaw, till I have the 
honor of seeing you. 

** Thus, you see, that I have made a bold venture on your honor 
and candor, and have opened my whole heart to you on the subject 
as far as the extent of a small letter will allow me. If you put 
equal confidence in me, you will find me candid and fai&fuL 

" I have, notwithstanding been guilty of inadvertencies. Very 
lately I found myself obliged (for the pacifying of my conscience) 
to write a penitential letter to the Rev. Mr. Jarrat, which gave 
him great satisfaction: aiid for the same reason I must write another 
to the Rev. Mr. Pettigrew. 

^' When I was last in America, I prepared and corrected a great 
variety of things for our magazine, indeed, almost everything that 
was printed, except some loose hints which I had taken of one of 
my journeys, and which I left in my hurry with Mr. Asbury, with- 
out any correction, entreating him that no part of them might be 
printed which could be improper or offensive. But through great 
inadvertancy (I suppose) he sufiered some reflections on the charac- 
ters of the two above mentioned gentlemen to be inserted in the 
magazine, for which I am very sorry:, and probably shall not rest 
till I have made my acknowledgements more public; though Mr. 
Jarrat does not desire it. 
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'^ I am not sore, whether I have not also offended yon, sir, hj ac- 
cepting one of the offers made me by you and Dr. Magaw, of the 
use of your Churches, about six years ago, on my first visit to Phil- 
adelphia, without informing you of our plan qf tqtaration from the 
Church of England, If I did offend (as I doubt I did, especially from 
what you said to Mr. B. Dallam, of Abington,) I sincerely beg your 
and Dr. Magaw's pardon. 1^11 endeavor to amend. But alas ! I am 
a frail, weak creature. 

*^ I will intrude no longer at present. One thing only I will claim 
from your candor — that if you have no thought of Improving this 
proposal, you will burn this letter, and take no more notice of it 
(for it would be a pity to have us entirely alienated from each other, 
if we cannot unite in the manner my ardent wishes desire), but if 
you will further negotiate the business, I will explain my mind still 
more fully to you on the probabilities.of success. 

** In the mean time, permit me, with great respect, to subscribe 
myself, Right Rev. Sir, your very humble servant in Christ, 

(Signed,) THOMAS COKE. 

The Right Reverend Father in God, 
Bishop WnrrB. 

Richmond^ AprU 2M, 1791. 

" P. S. — ^You must excuse interlineations, &c. I am just going 
into the country, and have no time to transcribe." 

*•' The doctor having, in this letter JgAioged a * private interview' 
with Bishop White, * if agreeable,' vS&ra on him upon his arrival 
at Philadelphia. The following extract of a letter from the bishop 
to one of his friends, contains the substance of the conversation 
which passed at the time betw^een himself. Dr. Magaw and Dr. 
Coke." 

"Philadelphia^ Juiy 30<^, 1804. 
" Reverend Sir: 

" In the spring of the year, 1791, 1 received a letter from Dr. Coke, 
on the subject of uniting the Methodist Society with the Protestant 
Episcopal Church. An answer was returned. In consequence of 
which. Dr. Coke, on his coming to town, made me a visit, having not 
then received my letter, but having heard that I had written. Our 
conversation turned chiefly on the aforesaid subject The general 
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outlines of Dr. Coke's plan were, a reordination of the Methodist 
ministers, and their continuing under the superintendence then ex- 
isting, and on the practices of their peculiar institutions. There 
was also suggested bj him, a propriety, but not a condition nuukj qf 
ADMITTING TO THE EPISCOPACY, HIMSELF AND THE 
GENTLEMAN ASSOCIATED WITH HIM in the superintendence 
of the Methodist Societies. This intercourse was communicated at 
the time from Dr. Coke to Dr. Magaw. I do not know of any other 
person then informed of it, unless I may except the gentleman above 
alluded to, by whom, if I have been rightly informed, my letter to 
Dr. Coke was opened in his absence — such a freedom being under- 
stood, as I supposed, to arise out of the connection between the two 
gentlemen. But for this part of the statement I cannot vouch. It 
was understood between Dr. Coke and me, that the proposal should 
be communicated to the bishops of the Episcopal Church at the next 
Convention, which was to be in September, 1792, in New York. 
This was accordingly done. After which I perceived no use of fur- 
ther communication on the subject; and I have not since seen Dr. 
Coke, nor heard from him, nor written to him. 

*'It appears to me that the above comprehends either explicUly or 
by implication^ all the points to which your letter leads. It would 
have been more agreeable to me, if no occasion of this testimony 
had occurred; and it is now given, merely to prevent the matter 
being understood otherwise than it really is. 

"The above is what I have written to Mr. McClaskey, and I re- 
main, &c. &c. 

Your affectionate brother, 

WILLLIM WHITE." 

Some eight or nine years after the failure of the above overture, 
Dr. Coke made a similar one to the "Lord Bishop of London." In 
this letter to the bishop, an "interview" is sought by the doctor, pro- 
vided his "lordship" would signify his willingness. To "some of his 
most intimate friends," h^ eays, he "has ventured to disclose this 
plan" of effecting a union between the Methodist and the Episcopal 
Church, and that "it meets their decided approbation and cordial 
wishes for success;" and furthermore, says the doctor, "the Attor- 
ney-General, with whom I had the honor of being acquainted at 
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Oxford, approved of it," and " encouraged me to lay the whole at 
the feet of your lordship." " The plan" lies *• at the feet of his lord- 
ship," we suppose, to this day; for he does not seem to have taken 
it from his footstool. 

Before dismissing this topic, allow us to observe, that Dr. Coke 
made still a third effort for the bishopric. In 1813, he addressed a 
letter to " some of the most eminent and influential British states- 
men," petitioning for Bpiscopal orders, and promising ^' to reno/tma 
aU connection loUh the Methodists^ if the Prince Btgent would only make him 
a Ushopfor India!" About the same time he addressed a letter to 
Wilberforce, in which he engages, " In case of my appointment to 
the Episcopacy to India, [I shall] return most fully andfaUhfvUy into 
the bosom of the Established Churchy and do every thing in my power to 
promote its interests." &c. — Wilberforce Oorre^ndence, vol. ii, p. 114, 
quoted in Paris' History of the Prot. Meth, Churchy p. 385. But alas, this 
overture also failed I None could be found to '' pity the sorrows of 
the poor old man !" 

Now, if the '' Book of Discipline" of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, speaks the truth in its first section, when it affirms that Mr. 
Wesley ordained Dr. Coke to the Episcopal office, how comes it to 
pass that Dr. Coke applied to Bishop White, not only for his own 
consecration to that office, but for the ordination of a competent 
number of preachers in the Methodist connection, to administer the 
sacraments to the societies? If he were already a biijhop, why did 
he not ordain these preachers? Ajid why did he make three 
distinct overtures to secure Episcopal consecration? And yet the 
first chapter of the Methodist Discipline alleges that he was a bishop 
many years before either of these overtures were made \ I 

But perhaps Dr. Coke took the same view of his ordination by 
John Wesley, that the poet, Charles Wesley, did. The Methodist 
Hymn Book does not contain the following effusion of Charles, and 
it is, therefore, indebted to somo other channel for having reached 
our generation. If it would not bo considered impertinent, we 
would suggest that it constitute the cliorus to the hymn usually sung 
at the ordination of bishops. 

** So easily are bishops made. 
By mau'sor woman's whim* 
Wesley his bands on Coke hath laid, 
But who laid hands on him ?*' 
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c. . 

Brferrei to tn page 127. 

The following communication, written for the ' South Western 
Baptist,' daring the foregoing discussion, by a distinguished minis- 
ter of Mississippi, so ably discusses the '^Munster af^ir," that we 
beg leave to insert it here, instoad of the article we promised on 
that subject Edftob. 

THE PEASANTS' WAR IN GERMANY. 

Mr. EorroR: As this subject has been alluded to, not only by the 
Rev. Messrs. Hamill and Ferguson, but also several times of late by 
others in different parts of the country, both in the pulpit and in pub- 
lic journals, I ask the opportunity of replying, through your columns, 
to the stereotyped charge founded upon it. Let me premise by say- 
ing that I have no wish to interfere, in the slightest degree, in the 
original subject of debate between Mr. Hamill and yourself; but as 
this subject forms merely a collateral issue, my remarks may not 
perhaps be considered either impertinent or irrelevant 

It was once obseved by Gurran, the great Irish Orator, as an apolo- 
gy for his excessive indulgence in the reading of romances, that they 
were about as truthful as most histories, and that they were certain- 
ly a great deal more entertaining. His own experience in public 
affairs, he said, had convinced him that only the great and promi- 
nent facts of history could be relied on, whilst the details, and espe- 
cially the motives assigned for the conduct of princes and statesmen, 
were very frequently entirely unworthy of credit. Mr. Jefferson's 
very emphatic language about the untruthfulness of newspapers, 
will be remembered by most of the readers of Mr. Baldwin's late 
work. After making all due allowance for a little extravagance 
on the part of the eminent men referred to, it must be admitted, 
that the statements of partisan books as well as of partisan newspa- 
pers, must be received with many grains of allowance. Every 
Bchool-boy has learned to talk of PunicafideSy Punie faith; but it may 
well be doubted, whether if we had the Carthagenian account, we 
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should not be disposed to think the countrTmcn of Hannibal quite 
as faithful to their engagement as those of Scipio. Hear both sides, 
is a maxim whose justice will commend itself to every understand- 
ing. In judging of the political ard religious parties that have ex- 
isted in England, we have the means of applying this rule. Every 
man of education has the means of judging on the real merits and 
demerits of the Puritans and Cavaliers, the Whigs and Tories, the 
Catholics and Protestants. Hume, Lingard, Mcaulay, Clarendon, 
Lucy Hutchinson, and many other writers are accessible to every 
historical student who has the necessary leisure and means. The 
difTercnt religious and political parties are represented by those 
writers, and we have the means of comparing their different state- 
ments, and thus judging for ourselves. Not so, however, with the 
German peasants and German Anabaptists. They, like the Cartha- 
genians of old, have no one to speak in their behalf. If they could 
speak from their bloody graves, they might perhaps say a great deal 
in mitigation of the harsh judgment of posterity. Their tale has 
been told not by themselves, but by writers who belonged to the 
party of their conquerors. Less fortunate than the Scottish Cov- 
enanters, they have had no Dr. McCrie to come forward as their 
champion. 

But let us look at the facts of the case, as they are presented by 
those who had no sympathies except those of our common humanity 
either with the peasants or the Anabaptists. The feudal system had . 
long borne most heavily upon the lower classes throughout Europe. 
With the increasing luxury and magnificence of the princes, nobles, 
and gentry, its evils had become more and more aggravated. As 
the habits of the upper classes become more expensive, in the same 
proportion did their exactions become more intolerable. At the 
same time, Europe was beginning to awaken from her sleep of many 
long and dark centuries. The sun of modern civilization, after a 
long and gloomy night, had arisen above the horizon and begun to 
enlighten the nations. Some few scattered rays, at least, had pene- 
trated the dark and cheerlesss abodes of poverty and ignorance. 
The humble classes began to ask themselves if their wretchedness 
and degradation formed a necessary part of the scheme of Provi- 
dence, and if the existing state of things were essential to the exist- 
ence of society. Their longing eyes anxiously sought some star of 
hope. They asked themselves with mingled feelings of hope and 
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despair: Is there no prospect of amelioration; most onr miseries en- 
dure forever? More than a century before the beginning of the Re- 
formation, and in the reign of Richard II., an insurrection of the 
lower classcH, headed by Wat Tyler, had broken out in England. 
John I3all, a secular priest, and a supposed disciple of Wickliflfe, was 
•aid to have done much to excite the spirit of insubordination then 
prevalent in that kingdom. His well-known distich— 

'* Whm Adua deWed and Eveipan, 
Where was then the genilemaii?*' 

is familiar to most persons who have a tolerable acqnaintance with 
English history, and its appeal to the original equality of our race 
is apt to affect the hearts of men of generous sensibilities, and es- 
pecially of those who belong to a down-trodden class. It is a mat* 
of perfect notoriety, that ages before Luther, and even before the 
time of WicklifTe, insurrections of the common people had broken 
out in various countries of Europe. Hume mentions insurrections 
in Flanders and France that had preceded those in England during 
the reign of Richard II. D'Aubigne himself, a very few pages be- 
fore that from which Mr. HamilPs extract is taken, uses the follow- 
ing language: ^' A political ferment, very different from that which 
the gospel brings with it, had long been secretly working in the 
empire. Sinking under secular and ecclesiastical oppression, and 
in some of the Sttites, forming part of the seigneurial property, and 
liable to sale with it, the people began to threaten to rise in insur- 
rection and burst their fetterH." He then goes on to mention vari- 
ous insurrections that had taken place in different parts of Grermany, 
and also in Hungary, before either Luther or Munzer had become a 
prominent net or on the theatre of the world. From all this, it is 
perfectly evident that neither Luther nor Munzer, nor the Anabap- 
tists, originated the commotions in Germany. They originated from 
the oppressions of the princes and nobles under the feudal system. 
It is altogether probable, however, that the example of Luther, in 
rebelling against his ecclesiastical superiors, might have encouraged 
the peasants in relwlling against their civil tyrants. The revolt of 
Luther was the application of a lighted torch to a powder magazine. 
This is according to the natural course of things. There is no doubt 
that Luther would have restrained the peasants from insurrection* 
had it been in his power; but he had raised a hunicane which he 
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coald not possibly govern. Ignorant and debased as were the Ger- 
man peasants, they could not avoid making an application of the 
doctrine of the Reformation to the civil relations of life; and aB 
Bancroft says, ^<the plebean sect of Anabaptists, with greater consist* 
ency than Luther, threatened an end to kingcraft, spiritual dominion, 
tythes, and vassalage." Who blames them ? They only attempted 
to do what our fathers achieved. Again: It is altogether probable, 
as D'Aubigne says, that long before the Reformation, a feeling of 
religion had mingled itself with the political elements of resistance. 
There is no doubt that the lower order of Romish priests, sprung aa 
they were from the common people, and sympathizing with them, 
had darkly brooded over their wrongs, and fostered a spirit of re- 
fflstance. There is equally little doubt that, after the breaking 
out of the disturbances subsequent to Luther's quarrel with the pa- 
pacy, Munzer, one of the leaders of the peasants, did appeal to the 
religious element that is everywhere found in human nature, and 
attempt to make use of it as the means of reconstructing the politi- 
cal institutions of society. How far he was an imposter, and how 
far an enthusiast, it is impossible for us to know. Probably, like 
thousands of others, he was a compound of both. Had he succeed- 
ed, he would have been hailed as a patriot and a hero. Germany 
might have revered her peasant hero, as France reveres her Joan 
of Arc. But it was not so to be; the peasants under their various lead- 
ers, were everywhere crushed. The party was trodden under foot* 
An unsuccessful cause soon becomes an unpopular one. The Ro- 
man Catholics accused Luther and his friends of being the authors 
of the late confusions, and they in turn laid the blame upon the 
Anabaptists. They being the weak party, were made the scape- 
goats, and had to bear the odium of atrocities committed by them 
in common with others. I pretend not to deny the atrocities com- 
mitted by the peasants; nor do I pretend to deny that Munzer, and 
other Anabaptists, were concerned in the disturbances. But I do 
not see the justice of holding up to public odium the sins of Munzer 
and the peasants, while those of the nobles are passed over without 
a breath of censure; nor of making a particular religious community 
responsible for political commotions in which they only took a part 
along with others. No one, I suppose, will pretend that the rebels 
consisted entirely of Anabaptists. The truth is, there is every rea- 
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son to bclieTe, that if the reasonable demands of the peasants had 
been complied with, all the sabecquent horrors would have been 
avoided. Let any one read their demands, as contaiaed in the 
twelve articles, and no one, with an American heart in bis bosom, 
will deny their justice. Let any one read over so common a book 
as D'Aubi^e*3 History, and he will be convinced that the peasants 
eould not have exceeded the nobles in their atrocious cruelty. Simi- 
lar scenes to those which took place in Grermany, always accompany 
civil war in a barbarous age and country. But to show conclusively 
that it was the Democratic, and not any rtUffums principle whatever that 
caused the distubanccs in Grermany, it will be sufiSclent to quote a 
single sentence from D'Aubigne. He is speaking of those places in 
which the peasants had prevailed: " Equality of ranks, that dream 
of Democrats, was established in aristocratic Germany." This sen- 
tence is fraught with meaning, and is a key to the whole subject 

But, says some one of the opponents of the Baptists — these Ger- 
man fanatics, these odious Anabaptists, taught not only that magis- 
tracy and private property ought to be abolished, but that polygamy 
ought to be allowed. Suppose they did; what then? It only shows 
that they were a very different class of men from the Baptists, either 
of England or America, and, consequently, that it is doing the lat- 
ter the grossest iiyustice to confound them with men so totally dis- 
similar. The only points of resemblance, if the common accounts 
of the German Anabaptists can be relied on, between them and the 
modern Baptists, will be found to consist in the coincidence of their 
views on the mode and subjects of Baptism. The attempt to identify 
classes so dissimilar, reminds one of Capt. Fluellin^s attempt to msJfie 
out points of comparison between Alexander the Great and King 
Harry V . Alexander was born in Macedon, and Harry was bom in 
Monmouth, and there was a river in Macedon, and also a river in 
Monmouth. We Baptists have just this to say, that if the German 
Anabaptists held views subversive of the interests of society, the 
origin of those views must be sought elsewhere than in tiieir opinions 
concerning baptism. Every candid man will admit that the belief 
that baptism is rightly performed by immersion, and that only per- 
sons making a profession of faith in Christ should be baptized, is 
altogether consistent with all the duties of citizenship. No one in 
our country will stultify himself by asserting the contrary. I wil- 
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lingly admit that a belief of this sort does conflict with any scheme 
for the union of Church and State. In any other point of view the 
Baptist creed is at least harmless to society. It would certainly be 
both foolish and unjust for us to upbraid our Pedo-baptist brethen 
with the massacre of St. Bartholomew and the crusade of Simon De 
Montfort against the Albigenses, because^ forsooth, the popish per- 
secutors and inquisitors happen to be Pedo-baptists. Equally unjust 
is it, for us to be held responsible for anything else than our avowed 
sentiments. If men holding our sentiments on the subject of bap- 
tism, blended with them other sentiments with which they have no 
necessary connection, dangerous to society, we are in no respect 
responsible. It would be quite as just to make the Republicans of 
the United States responsible for the excesses of the French Ja- 
cobins. J. A. P. 

Noxubee County, Mmimppi, 

I), 

Rrferred to in page 166. 
A NEW TESTAMENT BISHOP. 

** The elden which are among you I exhort, who am aUo an elder, and a witness of 
the Bofiferings of ChriBt, and also a partaker of the glory that shall be revealed: Feed the 
flock which is among yon, taking the oversight thereof, not by constraint, but willingly; 
not for filthy lucre, but of a ready mind; neither as being lords over God's heritage, bat 
ensamples to the flock. And when the chief Shepherd shall appear, ye shall receive a 
crown of glory that fadeth not away."—! Pctkr, v. M. 

To redeem a promise made during the foregoing discussion, we 
proceed to submit some thoughts upon the office of a " New Testament 
Bishop,'^ 

And let us premise at the commencement that we utterly repudi- 
ate all authority upon this subject but the New Testament Huge 
masses of learned lumber, under the general cognomen of " the 
FatherSf^^ have been dragged into the discussion of this question, as 
if they were of equal authority with the sacred writings. Now, we 
protest, that as Christ is the sole King in Zion, as He only can know 
what is pleasing to himself, that nothing shall be received in evi- 
dence but what bears the inscription of his Spirit Then, " what 
eaith the scripture? How readest thou?'' 
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In the New Toptamcnl, the word Epitecpct (Bishop) and its cog- 
natoH, as applicable to the minibirjj occur eeTcn times. It is used 
three times theoretically — that is as applying to the office designated. 
It is applied ihrfe times to persons exercising the functions of that 
oflice. And it is applied once to Christ himself. And *' as nothing 
is to be received as an article of Christian faith which is not some 
where tau^'ht with perfipicuity," and as that " perspicuity is to be 
Bouglit for where the subject in question is expressly handled," we 
propo.-:e examining each of these passages, for the purpose of ascer- 
tain in j;;. as far as we are able, the rights, duties and privileges of 
** the liisbop of the New Testament." 

In the first chapter of Acts, it is applied to the apostolic office: 
** Ilis hiifhf^yric {JCpiscqpos) let another take." Bnt as Judas had no 
successor beyond the immediate appointee of the Church at Jerusa- 
lem — at leant Protchtants have always eo affirmed — we suppose 
this pa.-.-^age bus no reference to & permanent office in the Church. — 
The office of an upostle ceased, when the " signs of an apostW^ ceased. 
TbcKO signs were — healing the sick — raising the dead — speaking 
with tongues— conferring the gift of the Holy Ghost, &c. &c. The 
as«uuii)tion of such power in the Christian ministry now, would be 
not less u]).surd than it would be impious and blasphemous. 

The next passage which relates to this office is found in Acts xx. 
28. " Take heed, therefore, unto yourselves, and to all the flock, 
over th(i wliich the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers {episkcpous) 
to feed the Church of God, which he hath purchased with his own 
blood." Tlmt the word episkopous, in this text, ought to have been 
translated bishops^ all the world are agreed. To whom, then, was 
this language addressed ? The answer to this question is found in 
the 17th verse: "And from Miletus he (Paul) sent to Ephesus, and 
called the ciders of the church,^' to whom he made the address, of 
which the 28th verse is a part Elder and Inshopj in this connection, 
arc, witliout doul>t, synonymous terms. As this is doubtless the most 
important passage in the New Testament, bearing upon the bishop's 
office, we could have wished that the diction of the Spirit had been 
followed, instead of the special instructions of a pedantic king. Ex- 
cellent as is our common version in the main, it is to be remembered 
that it was originated and completed under the auspices of Episco- 
pacy, and that the translators were interdicted from translating eo- 
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clcsiastical terms that had long been in use. But this mistransla- 
tion furnishes an irrefutable argument against the arrogant assump- 
tions of Episcopacy, to lord it over God^s ministers. Had they trans- 
lated the term episkopous in this connection, as they did in other pla- 
ces, it would have been a death blow to Episcopal domination. The 
common reader of the sacred volume would then have seen, just 
what the Holy Spirit designed to teach — that every Elder of the 
Ephesian Church was a bishop — that the jurisdiction of a bishop was, 
not over so many hundreds or thousands of churches and their pas- 
tors, but over the particular " flock" of which he is a member — that 
he is appointed to his charge by the Holy Ghost — that he is " rever- 
endly to o6ey," not his " superiors" in the sacred profession, for he 
has none, but " the King of kings, and the Lord of lords." 

Now, according to the Episcopal theory, Timothy was the first and 
principal bishop of Epheeus, and upon him devolved the duty of 
consecrating his successor. But if this were so, why did not Paul 
single him out at this solemn interview with these elders, and com- 
mand them reoerendly to obey him, as their superior. But they all and 
each received the same charge " to feed the flock." Not one word 
is said either to him, or any other by way of designation to pre-emi- 
nence in office. If ever an opportunity offered itself to the great 
A postle of the Gentiles, to appoint a principal office in the Church, 
a diocesan bishop, surely this was the occasion — an occasion so full 
of tenderness, when he had just reminded them that " grievous 
wolves" would come in and rend the flock. This passage, then, so 
far from sustaining the claims of modem episcopacy to its unwar- 
rantable assumption of " ecclesiastical and temporal power" in the 
churches, proves the very reverse. It proves that there was a plu- 
rality of bishops, in a single church, and that the entire duties here 
enforced upon the elders or bishops of Ephesus, are such, and only 
such as appertain to every minister of the gospel who has been 
" made a bishop" by the Holy Ghost. We may observe before 
leaving this point, that Wicliff, and " even the Romish version of 
1584," has rendered ^kopousj " bishops," in this passage. 

The next reference to the office of bishop which claims our atten- 
tion, is found in Paul's salutation to the Phillipian church, in the 
opening of his epistle: " Paul and Timotheus, the servants of Jesus 
Christ, to all the saints in Christ Jesus which are at Philippi, with 

32 
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the bitfiops and deacons." Here, as ia the former instance, there is a 
plurality of bishops in a single church — nor is there any reference 
to the slightest pre-eminence which either one of them sustained 
over the others. They arc all addressed in terms implying the most 
perfect equality. And then observe the order of their salutation. 
First the church as a body is addressed — '^ to all the saints which are 
at Philippi:'' — then *^ the bishops and deacons/' the officers, ^iritaal 
and secular. This is not without Its siguiiicancy. All the epistles 
of the New Testament unmistakably convey the idea, that the Apoe- 
tlcs uniformly and invariably recognized the churches as poesessinl; 
the power to appoint to office those who were ** full of the Holy 
Ghost," as well as the power to dypose. In a word, they were re- 
cognized as competent to exercise all the power, ecclesiastical and 
temporal, which Christ ever delegated to man. Hence they are re- 
garded as " members of his body, of his flesh, and, of his bones." And 
no ingenuity can torture this passage so as to favor either Romish, 
English, or Methodist Episcopacy — an Episcopacy which assames to 
ttilc the church of Christ ecclesiastically and temporally, adopting 
its faith and discipline, appointing and removing its pastors at plea- 
sure, and directly or indirectly controlling all its property, 

"VVe now come to the next most important passages in the Scrip- 
tures which refer to this office — Paul's epistles to Timothy and Titus. 
The Apostle evidently intended to paint a character for all coming 
time — to lyreBento, full j}ortraiture of a New Testament Bishop. Here it 
is: "A bishop then must be blameless, the husband of one wife, vi- 
gilant, sober, of good behaviour, given to hospitality, apt to teach, 
not given to wine, no striker, not greedy of fllthy lucre; but patient, 
not a brawler, not covetous; one that ruleth well his own house, 
having his children in subjection with all gravity; for if a man know 
not how to rule his own house, how shall he take care of the church 
of God? Not a novice, lest being lifted up with pride, he fall into 
condemnation of the devil," &c. — 1 Tim. iii. ?-7. Much to the same 
purpose are his instructions to Titus: " For this cause, left I thee in 
Crete, that thou shouldst set in order the things that are wanting, 
and ordain dders in every city , b,s I had appointed thee: If any be 
'blameless, the husband of one wife, having faithful children, not 
accused of riot, or unruly. For a bishop must be blameless as the 
steward of God; not self-willed, not soon angry, not given to wine, 
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no striker, not given to filtlty lucre; but a lover of hospitality, a 
lover of good men, sober, just, holy, temperate; holding fast the 
faithful word as he hath been taught, that he may be able by 
sound doctrine both to exhort and to convince the gainsayers." 
Titus, 1. 5-9. Upon these passages we remark, 

1st. That they present to us the personal character j the mteUecttud and 
moral qiudificationa, and the dtUieSy of a New Testament bishop. His 
passions and appetites, as well as his domestic temper and habits — 
the mental and moral characteristics for which he is to be emiucnt 
— and the duties of " taking care of the Church of God," and, as he 
elsewhere declares, of "rightly dividing the word of truth, giving; 
to each his portion in due season," are all presented in detail. 

2dly. These qualifications and duties are such as appertain to 
every minister of the Gospel. You may look in vain for any 
suggestion in the entire portraiture, of which any minister is al- 
lowed to be destitute, saving only those which refer to his domestic 
relations, provided, like Paul, he is not a married man. No church, 
however small, can prosper spiritually, without such a bishop. It 
is an essential office, which belongs of right to every legally con- 
stituted church o f Jesus Christ No less an officer than an Apostolic 
bishop was to be " ordained in every city " where there was a 
church. These passages have furnished themes for ordination ser- 
vices in all ages. From them " a Baxter could derive means to. 
reach the consciences of ministers with almost a crushing sense of 
their responsibility," and a Robert Hall becomes eloquent with all 
that " the tongues of men and of angels " could do, to impress their 
" discouragements and supports." Indeed, does not every " good 
minister of Jesus Chri-t " instinctively appropriate these* passages 
to himself as containing the sum and substance of his ordination 
vows? 

3rdly. In Paul's epistle to Timothy, there are but two officers re- 
cognized as essential or necessary for a properly organized Church 
— bishops and deacons — the one supervising the spiritiud, the other 
the temporal affairs of the body. These are the only two orders of 
officers, or ministers, which divine inspiration has anywhere author- 
ized to be perpetuated in the churches. If the converse of this can 
be proved, let it be done. 

4thly. In the passage in Titus, as in the one in the 20th of Acts, 
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wliioh wc have already considered, the term dder (presbuteroiu. ac. 
pi. of preihuteroi,) is ii!*cd as pymonymous with bishop. In the ver- 
nacular of Paul, all elders or presbyters were bishops, and all 
bishops were elders. The most careless reader cannot fail to see 
this. He sets out to describe an elder, and drops that name and 
describes a bishop, for the express purpose of showing that they 
are identical. " The Apostle," says Dr. Curtis.. " holds up the lamp 
of inspiration in his face and says, 'Titus, this bishop is yoor only 
man for a blameless elder.' But modern Episcopacy dashes away 
the lamp from Apostolic hands, and says, * This is no such man.' 
The bishop is a ditt'orent man I'rom the priest or elder: of another 
order of men, immeasurably * superior.' Who are we to believe ? 
Which of these conflicting authorities shall be decisive with us?"* 

Finally. If Paul is not describing the common pastor or bishop 
of the New Testament — the faithful, laborious, efficient preacher of 
the Gospel — in these passages, pray tell us in what port of the holy 
volume is he described? Is there a single qualification or duty 
appertaining to Paul's bishop, which does not apply in all its force 
to every pastor of every church ? 

Now, reader, contrast this bishop of Paul, with the bishop of 
modern days — Romish, English, and Methodist. In each of these 
denominations, the principle of clerical absolutism reigns triom- 
phant. The governmental economy of the New Testament is com- 
pletely inverted — the Churches belong to the ministers^ instead of the 
ministers to the CJiurcJies, The servants have become the masters, and 
the masters the servants. And the only economy which infinite 
wlfdom has ever devised to elevate man in the scale of boing — to 
invest him with all the rights and prerogatives of a freeman, of 
citizenship in the great commonwealth of Israel — ^has been pervert- 
ed into an instrument of spiritual and temporal despotism, to rivet 
more firmly the chains of slavery upon down-trodden humanity \ 
Yes. the very charter of freedom, which the Triune God has granted 
to our race, has been wrenched from its constituency, and the 
solemn sanctions of religion have been invoked to degrade still 



* See ** Bible Episcopacy/' p. 83, by Thomas Cartis, D.D.— a work, by the way, 
to which I am indebted for several valuable suggestions, and which I conld wish were 
more generally circulated in our country.— S. H. 
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further, in every natioa in Europe, and in most of the nations of 
the American continent, their outraged and suffering populace I 

But our purpose at present is to apply the Apostolic portraiture 
of a bishop to the subject we have been discussing — the bishop of 
Methodism. If our information is correct, there are some twelve 
bishops of the Methodist Episcopal Church in the United States, 
North and South. With the membership claimed for this Church, 
to wit, a million and a half, there is one bishop for about every 
one hundred and twenty-five thousand members. On the supposi- 
tion, then, that Paul, in his address to the elders of Ephesus, and in 
his epistles to the Philippians, Timothy and Titus, is describing a 
Methodist bishop, we must regard him as competent to take the 
"spiritual awitew/joroZ" oversight of one hundred and twenty-five 
thousand souls, besides the immense population connected with this 
membership , " to warn every man night and day with tears," so as 
to be " pure from the blood of all men!" Can insanity itself sup- 
pose the Apostle capable of such an utter absurdity ? And yet, if 
these passages do not describe a Methodist bishop, where is that 
officer described in the New Testament ? 

Again: There are, according to our sources of information, about 
eighteen thousand traveling and local preachers in the Methodist 
Episcopal connection in the United States. This gives us one 
bishop for about every one thousand five hundred preachers. If^ 
then, Paul, in the foregoing passages, is describing a Methodist 
bishop, he stands convicted of having passed over in silence, of 
utterly ignoring^ the very bone and sinew — the active, working, 
efficient laborers in the vineyard of the Lord ! Of the most numer- 
ous and effective body of ministers, the men most needed, " the 
working clergy," who are to bear the heat and burden of the day, 
nothing as to their qualifications and duties is said ! Does such a 
supposition come within the range of credulity ? And yet all this 
must be true on the supposition that Paul is describing a Methodist 
bishop ! ! And we would press the enquiry, if such a bishop — a 
bishop whose duty it is solemnly made " to fix the appointments of 
the preachers for the several circuits, to change, receive and sus- 
pend preachers, as necessity may require, and as the Discipline 
directs; to oversee the spiritual and temporal business of the Church; 
to decide all questions of law in an Annual Conference, subject to 
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appeal to a General Conference, etc. etc.^we say, If auch a bishop 
as this is not described in these passages, where, in all God's word, 
is such an officer described? In the book of Discipline, the entire 
address of Paul to the elders of the Church at Ephesus is extracted 
as a part of the ordination service of a bishop, and frequent allu- 
sionp, are also made in the same service to the passages we hare 
been considering in Timothy and Titus. Of course it must be that 
our Methodist brethren regard these passages as furnishing the au- 
thority for this dignitary, or they would not refer to them in such a 
connection. Why, if every bishop inthe Methodist Episcoiml Church 
had his quota of ministers (1,500) with their families, as a con- 
atant congregation, it would tax his last efforts to discharge his duty 
to them, as their spiritual instructor. And yet if the reference of 
the Discipline to these passages is legitimate, Paul is describing a 
pastor of pastors, not a pastor of Churches I 

Furthermore: If the great and principal business of Paul's bishopd 
was to "preside at the Conferences," not of churdies, but of ministers 
-r-"to appoint the preachers to their several circuits — to change, 
receive, and suspend preachers, as necessity required — to oversee 
the spiritual and temporal business of the Church — to ordain bishops, 
elders and deacons,-' thus perpetuating three distinct orders in the min- 
istry — "to decide all questions of law subject to appeal not to the 
Church, but to a conference of ministers, &c.— if we say, these were 
the great and principal duties of the bishop whom this Apostle de- 
scribes is it not marvellous beyond all possibility of belief, that he 
should say just nothing at all upon these topics? We had always sup- 
posed that the law which created an office was the law which defined 
the duties of that office. The truth is, it has grown into a kind of 
proverb, That an authority which assumes to create an office of irre- 
sponsible, undefined, and unlimited powers and prerogatives, "whose 
will, "to use Bishop Hamline's language, "is omnipotent in thepremises,^^ 
is a pure unmitigated tyranny. And that Paul was accessory in the 
remotest degree to the appointment of such an office in the Church 
of Christ, is a tax upon human credulity far too great for the nine- 
teenth century. 

The last passage which refers to the office of bishop, which we pro- 
posed to consider, is found in 1 Peter, v: 1-6; "The elders which are 
among you I exhort, who am also an elder, and a witness of the sufier- 
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in^ of Christ and also a partaker of the glory that shall be reveal- 
ed: Feed the flock which is among you,taking the oversight thereof, 
{EpiscopounteSf episcopising, i. c. exercising the bishop^s office among 
them) not by constraint but willingly; not for fifthy lucre, but of a 
ready mind; neither as being lords over God's heritage (literally 
kleroSf clergy,) but ensamples to the flock. And when the chief 
Shepherd shall appear, ye shall receive a crown of glory that 
fadeth not away." Here again presbyters or elders are synonymous 
with bishops; and it is impossible not to perceive, that all these 
terms refer, beyond all doubt, to pastors of churches. Observe, 
first, the work assigned them — "Feed the flock of God." Their sole 
business is to preach the gospel. They are, in the language of 
another apostle, *'to give themselves wholly*^ to this great work. 
Observe, secondly^ the ^here of their labors — "the flock which is among 
you.^^ The bishop is to reside "among" the flock to whom he min- 
isters. Now, is there a bishop in the Methodist Episcopal Church 
on this continent, to whom this language applies? Nine-tenths of 
the membership of that Church never see their bishops, for 
years — nay, perhaps one half of them never saw their bishop, in all 
their lives. Observe, thirdly^ that they are to be "ensamples to the 
flock." How can this be, if the very office which he fills utterly pre- 
cludes the possibility of his ever "taking the oversight" of a single 
flock? How can his example be of any benefit to them, if one half 
of them never see him? Fourthly^ there is no mention of any inter- 
mediate order of ministers. The elder of Peter, and the bishop of 
Paul, are considered as fully competent to meet all the responsibi- 
lities of the gospel ministry. Finally the only "chief Shepherd and 
Bishop of souls" which is recognized in the holy scriptures is our 
great and final Judge. He only has the right by his providence and 
spirit to "remove the candle-sticks" — the pastors — from his own 
Churches. And when a self-constituted dignitary in the Church 
shall assume the fearful prerogative of ^'fixing the r.ppointments of 
preachers — of changing, receiving and susperiding^^ these preachers at 
pleasure — no false delicacy, or sickly sentimental catholicity shall 
deter us from declaring, that it is a most portentous approximation 
to the marks whioh were to characterize an Apostate Church ! No 
man will deny, that the highest office which God has ever conferred 
upon man, is the oversight of the spiritual interests of immortal souls* 
Yet this office is conferred upon every New Testament pastor or 
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bltjihop. How impious for liuman wisdom to institute another office, 
to domineer over one of Gocl's appointment — **to lord it over Grod's 
cltrjry.*'* A less oflice tlian Peter's elder would be incompetent to 
the important work committed to bim — a greater one, Apostolic 
authority never ordained. 

Tiius we liavc examined all the passages of the New Testament in 
which tlie term cfthcopos (bishop) or its cognates occur. The result 
is. That the Xc:c Testament Bishop is noUiing more nor less than the plain, 
unostcntiidoue, humUc. laborious pastor of a Churcli. And if we have not 
proved this by tlic very passage upon which Episcopacy relies to 
sustain its unauthorized assumptions, then we confess our utter ig- 
norance of the first principles of Biblical interpretation. 



Tni3 ELEOTION AND ORDINATION OF BISHOPS AND 

PASTORS. 

Before closing our remarks upon a " New Testament Bishop," it 
is proper tliat we offer some thoughts upon tne method of choosing 
that officer to the oversight of the particular church committed to 
his charge. In ** A Confession of Faith" put forth by " many con- 
gregations of christians, (baptized on a profession of their faith,) in 
London and the country," in the year 1689, and republished in the 
city of Charleston, S. C, "for the Charleston Baptist Associ- 
ation," in 1813, the views of the Baptists are fairly expressed in 

*NoTR.— It is worth while to observe hero, that the term kleros, which onr tinni. 
lators have rendered "ukritage," but wliich. as we have already stated, literally 
fliKnifies "cLKKOY," was a title which Peter gave to all ChtistiaDs. Milton, in his 
Prose Works, vol. i. pp. 78-79, gives the following accoont of the manner in which it 
was appropriated to the ( aihoiic priesthood, and the sabstitation of the term "lajtt" 
in its stead:— *'And tiiis all Christians oncht to know, that the title of clergy St. Peter 
gave to all God's people, till Pope Uiginus and the succeeding prelates took it from 
them, appropriating that name to themselves and their prlents only; and condemning the 
rest of God's inheritance to an injurious and alienate condition{of Laity, they separated 
from them by local partitions in churches, through their gross ignorance and pride Imi* 
tatingtheold temple, and excluding tub members of Christ from the pro- 
perty OF BIkINO members, THE BEARING OF ORDERLY AND FIT OFFICKS IN THE 

ecclesiastical body ; as if they meant to sew op that Jewish vail, which Christ by 
his death on the cron rent in snndcr." 
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the following item: " The way appointed by Christ for"the calling of 
any person, fitted and gifted by the Holy Spirit, unto the office of 
Bishop, or elder, in a church, is, that he he chosen thereunto hy the 
common mffrage of the church itself; and solemnly set apart by fasting 
and prayer, with imposition of hands of the eldership of the church, 
if there be any before constituted therein: and of a deacon, that he 
be chosen by like suffrage, and set apart by prayer, and the like im- 
position of hands." — Confession, &c. p. 66. 

Baptists have always maintained, as the foregoing extract illus- 
trates, that the power to call and qualify men for this great work 
is the exclusive prerogative of the Holy Spirit, while the authority 
of recognition and designation has been conferred upon j^he churches 
and their elders or bishops. Thus, when a successor to Judas was 
to be selected, the duty of making that selection was thrown upon 
** the hundred and twenty disciples" at Jerusalem, before the day of 
Pentecost. The first chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, furnishes 
abundant proof of this. In Acts xiv. 23, it is said, " And when they 
had ordained them elders in every church, and had prayed with 
fasting, they commended them to the Lord, on whom they believed." 
A critical examination of this passage will determine the usage of 
the Apostolic churches in this particular. The word here translated 
" ordained," is cheiroionesanies, (from cheirotoneo) which signifies " to 
raise up and extend the hands; to vote by holding up the hands; to 
vote, to sanction by a vote." Pickering. Dr. A. Clark closes his com- 
mentary upon this passage as follows; "I believe the simple truth to 
be this, that in ancient times the people chose by the cheirotonia (lift- 
ing up of hands) their spiritual pastor; and the rulers of the church, 
whether apostles or others, appointed that person to his office by the chei- 
rothesia, or imposition of hands; and perhaps, each of these was thought 
to be necessary: the church agreeing in the election of the person; and 
the rulers of the church appointing, by imposition of hands, the person 
thus elected." The old English Bible translates the first clause of the 
verse, *^and when they had ordained them elders by election.^^ Dr. Doddridge, 
in his Family Expositor says, " I have not rendered it ordained, because 
custom has, among us especially, affixed to that word, in such a con- 
nexion, the idea of laying on hands in prayer, to invest a person with, 
or mark him for the ministerial office: and this, which I doubt not was 
here done, seems to be intimated in the following clause. It seems 
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to me. that the word conniituU, would properly express the apostles pre- 
tiJintf in that previous choice, which probably the people signified by 
cheiruti'nidf the stretching out their hands: and this interpretation ap- 
pears uioiit naturally to suit the circumstances of things^ as well as the 
import of the original tcords niade use of." Mr. Harrington, quoted 
by Dr. Dinld ridge, renders the words, " ordained them elders by the votes 
qftJit poypUj urging the authority of Suidas, who explains cheirotonia 
by the flection of magistrates, or ratification of laws by many, signi- 
&'d by holding up, or stretching out the hand." Note in loco. 

With the foregoing exegesis, we may very readily determine the 
aonse of this passage. ''And when the elders had hean designated by 
the vote of every church, and had been|ordained by prayer with fast- 
ing, ihcy (the apostles) commended them to the Lord," &c. 

But as the most infallible way of interpreting scripture is, to 
compare it with scripture, we turn to the eighth chapter of 2 Cor. 
V. 19. Keforrlng to his travelling companion, Luke, Paul says: 
"And not that only, but who was also chosen of the churches to travel 
with us with this grace, which is administered by us to the glory of 
the same Lord, and declaration of your ready mind;" The same 
method was adopted in the selection of deacons. In Acts vi. 2-3, it 
is said, " When the twelve called the multitude of the disciples 
unto them, and said, It is not reason that we should leave the word 
of God, and serve tables. "Wherefore, brethren, look ye out among 
you seven men of honest report, full of the Iloly Spirit and wisdom, 
whom we may appoint over this business." "WTiereupon, " seven 
men " were elected by the " whole multitude," " set before the 
Apostles; and when they had prayed, they laid their hands upon 
them." Indeed, reason unites its voice with revelation, and afiSrma 
that those who are to be entrusted with the dearest interests of the 
Churches — who are to be sustained by their prayers and contribu- 
tions — ought to be called to that sacred office by the concurrent 
voice of those so vitally interested in it It were vain for an Apos- 
tle to have exhorted his brethren to ** stand fast in the liberty 
wherewith Christ had made them free," if they Lad been denied 
the privilege of choosing, under the direction of the Holy Spirit, 
those who should teach the doctrines, and administer the laws and 
ordinances of the Gospel to them. And this right never was con- 
tested until the latter part of the third and the beginning of the 
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fourth century. This can be abundantly sustained by an appeal to 
church history. Take the following extract from Mosheim, Refer- 
ring to " the form of Church Government " in the second century, 
he says: *' The form of church government which began to exist in 
the preceding century [i. e. the first century], was in this century 
more industriously established and confirmed in all its parts. One 
president, or hUhopy presided over each church. He was created by 

the common suffrage of the whole people Subject to the 

bishop, and also to the presbyters, were the servants or deacons^ who 
were divided into certain classes, because all the duties which the 
interest of the church required, could not well be attended to by 
all. 

" During a great part of this century, all the churches continued 
to be, as at first, independent of each other, or were connected by no 
associations or confederations. Each church was a kind of small 
independent republic, governing itself by its own laws, enacted, or 
at least sanctioned by the people. But in process of time it became 
customary for all the Christian churches within the same province, 
to unite and form a sort of larger society or commonwealth; and 
in the manner of confederated republics, to hold their conventions 
at stated times, and there deliberate for the common advantage of 
the whole confcderatiim. This custom first arose among the Greeks, 
with whom a [political] confederation of cities, and the consequent 
conventions of their several delegates, had been long known; but 
afterwards the utility of the thing being seen, the custom extended 
through all countries where there were Christian churches. Such 
conventions of delegates from several churches assembled for de- 
liberation, were called by the Greeks Synods, and by the Latins, 
Councils; and the laws agreed upon in them were called canons, that 
is, rules. 

" These councils, of which no vestige appears before the middle 
of this century, changed nearly the whole form of the Church. For 
by them, in the first place, the ancient rights and privileges of the 
people were very much abridged; and, on the other hand, the in- 
fluence and authority of the bishops were not a little augmented. 
At first the bishops did not deny that they were merely the repre- 
sentatives of their Churches, and that they acted in the name of the 
people; but by little and little, they made higher pretensums, and maintainea 
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that power teas ffiren them hi/ Christ himself f to dictate mles of faitli and 
conduct to the people. In the next place, the perfect equality and 
parity of all liisliops, which existed in early times, these councils 
gradually subverted. For it was necessary that one of the confed- 
erated bifthop:? of a province should in those conventions be entrust- 
ed with sume authority and power over the others; and hence 
originated the prero«jfatives of Metropolitan. And lastly, when the 
custom of holding these councils had extended over the Christian 
world, a lid the uuivcr^^i\l church had acquired the form of a vast 
republie, compoj^ed of many lest:er ones, certain head men were to 
be placi.d over it in ditfereut parts of the world, as central points 
in their re.^peetive couniries Ilonce came the PatriardiSf and ulti- 
mately a rrincc of ratriurchs — the Roman Pontiif." MoshdrtCs Church 
IIi»(ori/. vol. i.. pp. 110-117. 

It is a maxim amoHij politicians, That political power is always stealing 
from the iu.i:;*/ to the fa?; and we see from the foregoing extract, that 
it is no le>;' true in erc!esi,itticnl power. A most suggestive lesson is 
furnislied i:; (he above, to the apologists of episcopacy in all its 
forms, ^ir^;t. a •* ooiifederaiioii " of " Christian churches within the 
same ]M"ovir.ee " was fonnod. This, however, left the churches free 
and i:uli-po'.ul.Mi(: and hud the matter ended here, no harm could 
have re-:ii!v\l. 0:i the contrary, we can well conceive how such 
oon:Vdi Litions. or a^isvviations. might accomplish a vast amount of 
gtHvl in proMioiing ilie general interests of Christianity. Indeed, 
Hueh ai»pe;irs lo liave been the usage of the Apostolic churches. 
See Aei^. ir»ih ehapter. Uut, seeondly. these Sjjnods or CbKnciZs.be- 
gan to adopt canons of f nth' tor the churches, tluis assuming the pre- 
rogatives of Christ himself— still, however, recognizing themselves 
as " the mere representatives of the cliurchcs,- ' acting " in the name 
of the people '*- a pretext which is never wanting in either poli- 
tical or eeelesiastical aspirants. Finally, as these rights were 
silently conceded to them by the churches, ** by little and little," 
they '' made higher pretensions,-' and maintained that Christ him- 
self had given them authority to dictate laws for the " faith and con- 
duct of the people ! !" Thus did " the mystery of iniquity work," 
until out of its blasphemous usurpations arose *• the Man of Sin — 
the Son of Perdition,** who " ruled the earth with a rod of iron," 
and " drove the church of Christ into the v. ilderness, where she 
abode for twelve hundred and sixty years !" 
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We close by simply inquiring, How long will American Christians 
— Christians who live under the happiest political economy on earth 
— concede to their spiritual rulers that which, if it were demanded 
of them in their political relations, would drench the American 
continent in the blood of a second revolution ? The Discipline, or 
Constitution, of the Methodist Episcopal Church, makes it the duty 
of a bishop to ** fix the appointments " of every pastor and presid- 
ing eider m their connection throughout every State and Territory 
of the Union. "J?w will is omnipotent in the premises J' The very mo- 
ment a congregation of Episcopal Methodists assumes the exercise 
of this right — a right no less dear to freemen than it should be to 
Christians — a right guarantied to them in virtue of their heavenly 
citizenship — a right which despotism only can contest — the right to 
say who shall share the highest confidence which man can place in his felloW' 
man — that very moment thoy cease to be Episcopal Methodists. 
V7ith such antecedents as Episcopacy presents in former history, 
we see not how a Christian community, living in this free and 
happy land, can do otherwise than to seize and strangle this mon- 
ster in its infancy, ere its history here shall be but too faithful a 
counterpart of its history in the old world; and restore the Apos- 
tolic practice of allowing every church to choose its own officers, 
spiritual and temporal. If its membership have not sufficient faith, 
piety and intelligence to do this, it ware an outrage upon language 
to call them a church of Jesus Christ. His churches are called " a 
royal priesthood, a chosen generation, a peculiar people, zealous 
of good works." And if such a constituency as this, filled with the 
Spirit of the Redeemer, are incapable of deciding who are compe- 
tent to " preach among them the unsearchable riches of Christ," no 
self-constituted " bishop " that ever wore the mitre can supply the 
deficiency. 

E. 

Referred to on page 233. 

In saying that " Episcopacy may well afford to place her mitre 
upon the heads of such men as as McKendree and Bascom, if for no- 
thing else, to purchase an indemnity from their merciless castiga- 
tlons," it is affirmed that we surely cannot believe our own inslnua- 
33 
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tion! — that it is quite unwortby of up! To what extent we have 
done Dr. Dascom injustice in the premises, may be still further as- 
certained by the following letter, uddrobsed by him to the Uev. D.B. 
DoitHKY, who was suppendod from the ministry by the Baltimore 
Conference, in 1827, for the part he took in promoting the circula- 
tion of the *• Mutual rights of ministers and members in the Metho- 
dist Kpi^copal Church,*' — a paper devoted to the advocacy of such a 
reformation in the Melhodis:t polity, as would give the laity a rkp- 
KESEXTATiox iu its couucils. Who would ever suppose that a man 
who could write thus, would ever afterwards accept the " chief seat" 
in the " star chamber?-' That a man who could characterize the 
decision of an ecclesiastical judicatory, as an ** overbearing act of 
abandoned tyranny!'- — as perpetrating a " labored deed of hard-earned 
infamyl*' — as holding a " lordly inquisition over the rights and con- 
Bcicnccs of those who have too much intelligence and too much 
candor to think and act by their prescription!*' — nay, that he should 
more than insinuate, that this same assemblage of Church dignita- 
ries should " seek to increase the mental inquietude, to strengthen desola- 
tion ivUhout,^- of their doomed victim, "and so send iiim to a fbema- 
TUKE GRAVE ! !*' — that such a man should afterwards accept the 
highest oflQce which such a body as this could confer, we believe can 
only be accounted for as we have stated, to wit : That the " blush- 
ing honors" of " our Episcopacy" struck the " eloquent Bascom" 
with a kind of mental and moral paralysis. But here is the letter — 
it is written over the signature of '* Vindex:" 

''April 27, 1827. 
" My dear am. — Not knowing j on personally, nor the place of your 
residence, I ask the privilege of addressing you through the medium 
of the Mutual Rights, for approving and recommending of which, you 
now stand suspended as a Methodist travelling preacher! The 
Baltimore Annual Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church — 
with three or more bishops present to direct and shape its measures 
— have, by a solemn resolution, after several days deliberation, (^- 
cially decided that a presbyter in the Church of God deserves pun- 
ishment and disgrace, because he adopts opinions and sentiments, on 
the subject of Church government, which are received and acted 
upon by a large majority of Protestant Christians, throughout the 
various divisions of the religious world! I cannot pause, my bro- 
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tber, to write the many denunciations that common sense, throng(i- 
out an outraged community, will pronounce upon this overbearing 
act of abandoned tyranny ! But I hasten to enquire why were you 
selected as the vkUniy the sole victim, when it was in proof before 
them that others were in the same condemnation! Why did not 
'my lord of Canterbury' who *rides in the whirlwind and directs the 
storm' among you, and by whom even bishops are tithed at will. 
together with the active and zealous doctor, the principal officer in 
the * star chamber,' select a goodly number of victims, and offer an 
appallnig hectaomb at once 1 "Was it because heaven had deprived 
you of health? Was it because you were remote from home and 
friends? Was it because, like your Master, you were poor, and 
with the humble sharer of fortunes 'had scarcely where to lay 
your head ?' Did they wish, by increasing your menial inquietude, 
to strengthen the desolation tcUhout. and so send you to a premature 
grave? Or was it intended by the horror of the example made 
of you, to say to other reformers, *If 2/ou have the wordj we have 
the swordP I cannot refrain from asking where Viree or four 
members of the Baltimore Conference were during this labored deed 
of HARD-EARNED INFAMY? Did they sit by in inglorious 
silence? But, my brother, be not discouraged; recollect that the 
great father of us all as Methodists, w^as, by a similar body and in 
the same city forty years ago, declared unworthy of a name or place in 
that communion,* in the bosom of which you now find yourself Ao»- 
orably degraded. When Mr. Wesley was informed of this, he declared 
in a letter now in my possession, that the American bishop had 'no 
more connection with him.' But I trust you will not so decide in 
relation to your blinded and prejudiced brethren. 'Yet a little 
while,' and this stupid, Laudean zeal will be cooled in the humilia- 
tion and disgrace of your persecutors; public indignation will chas- 
tise their pitiful pretensions to lordly inquisition over the rights and 
consciences of those who have too much intelligence and too much 
candor to think and act by their prescription! To conclude, my 
dear sir, I beg you to accept the best wishes of a stranger; ' faint 
not in the day of evil;' the honorary overthrow you have sustained, 

*AlIni]ing to the action oftheGenenl Conrerenoe. in 1787. in voting the name of 
John Wesley from the minates. We sappose this was in revenge for Mr. Wesley 'esar* 
ing in his letter to Mr. Asbnry, ' *Men may call me a knayk, or a rooL» a RAaOA.L» a 
■couNDRCL, bat they shall ntver by my consent call me a bubop." 
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for the rights of conscience, will make strangers your friends: on 
hearing of the treatment you and others received at the Baltimore 
Conference, ten or twelve persons within my charge have declared 
for rtformy and are ready to aid you with their influence and purses* 
Wishing the Bpeedy restoration of your health, and that you may live 
to see the cause of religious oppression banished from the Church 
and the world, 

I remain yours, in the kingdom and patience of Jesus, 

VINDEX. 
'♦Rev. D. B. Dorset.'^ 

[Paris' Hist, of the Pro. Meth. Ch. p. 136, 138.] 

F. 

Referred to on page 321. 

That wo have rightly construed the above clause in the Discipline 
there can be no reasonable doubt. To prove this, we introduce the 
following remarks of the editor of the Chiistian Advocate and Jour- 
nal, published in the city of New-York; the parent of all the family 
of Advocates now in the United States. He says: " Now, whatever 
others may think, the Methodists have always professed to believe 
that the Head of the Church still gives us pastors and teachers. 
• * * * To these (pastors and teachers,) we accord the 
scriptural authority of admitting to the ordinances of the Lord's 
house such as believe through their word. 

** We know nothing of the right of the Society to admit membeht 
into Church fellowship; and the Methodist preacher who concedes 
this right, betrays his trust, and should be held amenable for his de- 
linquency to his brethren. • ♦ • 

" But whatever controversy may exist on this question, elsewhere, 
or however it may have been settled among other denominations, 
it is certain that the right of the Society to admit and expel Church 
members, is not Wesleyan nor Episcopalian Church Methodism. 
*We have no such practice, neither any of the Churches' acting un- 
der our Discipline. 

" The admission and expulsion of Church members, by a vote of the 
Society, is as absurd in tuboiit as it would be ruinous in practicb.V 
Quoted by Rev. J. R. Graves, in the Iron Wheel, pp. 243-244. 
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NOTICES OF THE DISCUSSION ON METHODIST EPISCOPACY, FROM 

THE RELIGIOUS PREPS. 



Th"i5 New-York " Christian Advocate and JoumaV^ (Methodist) says: 
" This discussion took place in the columns of the South Western 
Baptist, of which Mr. Henderson is editor. It appears to have been 
conducted in a Christian spirit, and has the rare merit of being sa- 
tisfactory to both parties, being * published at the mutual request of 
Baptists and Methodists,^ and recommended by official Church meet- 
ings of both denominations." 

The " CTuirlesion Christian Advocate'^ (Methodist) of May first, con- 
cludes a notice of the work as follows: — " We have before us a calm, 
dispassionate, gentlemanly ^rare indeed!) discussion of the question, 
to which, with full confidence that our systxim is free enough for 
liberty, and stringent only so far as liealthy and united action re- 
quires, we call the attention of those who may doubt on the subject. 

The ''Western Recorder,''^ Louisville, Ky. (Baptist), of June lltb, 
1856, says: — " We have time as yet to give it but a hasty perusal, 
but are willing to concede that it is an able and thorough examina- 
tion of the foundation and tendency of Methodism. Mr. Henderson, 
who is the able editor of the " South Western Baptist," has shown 
himself in this discussion to be a formidable antagonist as a contro- 
vcrsalist, and has sifted Methodist Episcopacy most thoroughly. 
He has the advantage of his opponent, in the ground, and maintains 
it throughout the contest. But Mr. Ilamillhas come nobly forward 
to the vindication of what he believes to be the truth, and has made 
as good a defence as his cause would allow. » ♦ • * 

** The Southern Baptist Publication Society are dcFcrving much 
credit for the very fine taste and style in which the v.-ork is got up. 
We commend it to a careful perusjil by clergy and laymen of 
both denominations." 

The " Home and Foreign Joiirnal,^^ Richmond, Va., for June, 185fi, 
has the following: — 

*'This discussion originally appeared in the South Western Baptist, 
published at Tuskcgee, Ala., of which Mr. Henderson is editor, and 
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was continued for several consecutive weeks. Its publication in 
book form was demanded by the expressed desire of several Baptist 
AsHociations and Methodist Conferences, and now appears in an 
edition of four thousand copies. In looking over its pages, we have 
been gratified with tlie kindly spirit in which the controversy was 
conductod. Both parties were earnest and detennined, and yet 
neither indulg(?d in that bitterness and rancor which too often mar 
controversial writinjrs. As the title indicates, Mr. Henderson pro- 
poses to show that the Methodist form of Church government is an- 
ti-scriptural and anti-Ropublican, because the sole power is vested 
in the ministry, while his opponent appears as the advocate of the 
system. The reader of the book will not fail to notice how dexter- 
ously Mr. Ilamill avoids the main (juestion by introducing several 
eide issues, which are not relevant to the subject. We cordially 
commend the book as it presents the argument as conducted by two 
able men, and no one will find his good taste ofiended by low pue- 
rilities or vulgar abuse. Mr. Henderson deserves the thanks of his 
brethren for the manner in which he has exposed the prominent fea- 
tures of the Methodist Church polity .'' 

The New York " Chmlian JReoiew " (Baptist), for the quarter end- 
ing, July, 1856, contains a notice of the work, from which we make 
the following extracts: 

" The letters composing the volume originally appeared in the 
columns of the ' South Western Baptist,'' from April, with occasional 
intervals, to near the close of November, 1855. It would seem that 
their perusal made a deep and salutary impression. A general de- 
sire prevailed that they should be published in a more permanent 
and accessible form. So peremptory was the demand, that the 
gentlemen who conducted the discussion felt themselves obliged to 
comply. Whereby we have the light and shade of Methodist Epis- 
copacy — the shade predominating. 

'• The discussion is conducted with much ability, and generally 
with candor, and in a becoming spirit. We cannot divest ourselves 
of the conviction, however, that our Methodist brother has intro- 
duced in the discussion much that is quite irrelevant. Against sub- 
stantial argument and objections to Methodism, you are met with 
far-fetched, and often imaginary reasons, which with superficial 
minds may subserve a purpose, but with others they can only 
weaken the cause thoy were advanced to support. 

" Moreover, Mr. Hamill not uufroquently plants himself upon 
hypotheses which are not tenable. The observing must perceive 
that in many of his positions he is beating the air, or contending 
with a man of straw, which his imagination has created. Had we 
space, it might be well to point out some of these false positions 
upon which he relies for the support of his cause. But the reader 
will do this for himself. Mr. Henderson has the advantage of his 
antagonist in these particulars. He is more careful both of the 
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positions ho assumes and of the arguments adduced in their support. 
He states with much fairneprt the palpable objections to Methodist 
Episcopacy, and fortllies his positions generally with relevant and 
reliable arguments. The di^cus£ioa will well repay a careful 
perusal.'^ 

The " Relit/ious Herald," whosQ editor, William Sands, has been 
aptly styled the iVJw^or of the corps editorial, says: *• Mr. Ilamill is 
an able writer, and has sustained his cause with much address; and 
Elder Henderson has, by his ability, research and acumen, acquired 
high distinction as an able coiitroversialist, scholar and theologian. 
This is an interesting volume, and worthy of an extended circula- 
tion." 

From an editorial notice of the work in the " Baptid Wa!eliman," 
edited by the Rev. M. Hillsman, Knoxville, Tenn., we select the 
following : " The reader will be struck with the kind and Christian 
spirit which pervades thi; discussion, the entire absence of any per- 
sonal rejection, or reproachful epithet. The Baptist can read Mr. 
Uamill's defence without pain, and with respect for the author, 
while the Methodist can read Mr. Henderson's aflirmation with 
similar feelings. To both Baptists and Methodists who feel inter- 
ested on the subject, we can recommend the book as the most satis- 
factory, on both sides of the question of anything we have seen." 

The " Biblical Reporter;^ Raleigh, N. C, edited by Rev. J. J. 
James, says: " This book contains one of the best specimens of pro- 
tracted controversy it has ever been our good fortune to meet with. 
Both Methodist and Baptist succeeded in maintaining a kind and 
courteous spirit." 

"We are glad that this discussion has been printed, and hope that 
it will be scattered over the land. Every Baptist and every Me- 
thodist in our country ought to have a copy of it. 

The Baltimore " Trwi Union," edited by Rev. F. Wilson, contains 
the following: " Whoever wishes to see the scriptural and republi- 
can character of Episcopal Methodism ably attacked and ingenious- 
ly defended, can find in this volume lull gratilication. The dispu- 
tants maintain a good spirit, aud seldom allow themselves to be 
diverted from the main question in debate, to personalities. We 
think that a far more candid and just view of the subject can be ob- 
tained by reading such a discussion, than by looking only at one 
side of the matter." 

The " Tennessee Baptid," edited by Rev. J. R. Graves, makes the 
following allusion to the volume: *'No man whose writings we have 
read, can make a better del once of Methodism than Mr. Ham ill has 
made; and in this book Ave see with what ease Bro. Henderson has 
swept away his defence, and established the fact that EplECopal 
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Methodism is Anti-Itcpii1;lIoan, and more, an unmitigated and degrad- 
ed clerical ^y r.viiuy, oppo^'d to God's word as well as Republicanism. 
Bro. II. lias'actiuittt'd himself nitinfuUy, and proved himself a po- 
lemic of no ordinary power,'' &c. 

The ** Anvricm Baptist Memorial," conducted by B. Manly, jr. Pre- 
sident of the Iliehmoiid. Va., Female College, B. Manly, sr., D.D., of 
CharlCf^ton, and Prof. T. F. Curtis, of Lewisburg University, Pa., 
annouiici's it as ii forlhcoming volume thus: "Its courtesy and dig- 
nity, together with the kind feelings maintained throughout be- 
tween the di.-piitaiits, render it an exception to most works of con- 
troversy — while it cannot fail to interest those who desire to 
examine the i-^ubject.'' 

The " South Wectcm Uj^ifift " say? : *'Thc favor with which the first 
edition of the late dipcu^■si(>n on AU'thodist Epij-copacy has been re- 
ceived by the public, haf^. surprised us no little, and awakens in Uic 
minds of the parlies, sentiments of gratitude to the kind friends and 
brethren who have aided them in extending its circulation. That 
an edition of lour thouf-aiid copies of a work of this description 
diould have l»eeu disposed of in about four months, is quite en- 
couraging to us. Most of the lirst edition has been disposed of in 
Alabama and Georgia. We have many orders from other States 
which cannot be filled. Indeed, there are many important points in 
this State to which we have not been able to send a single copy. 
We hope, however, to accommodate all our friends before many 
months.-' 
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